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SINGLE-FAMILY SUBDIVISION: BASIC INFORMATION 
total area of site: 25 acres 
fl individual units: 100 
individual lot size: 5500 sq. ft. 
fl bedrooms per unit: 3 
sq. footage per units: 1434 
building c 1 ass ffica t ion V (wood 
frame; good) 
garage footage: 441 ft. 

















water meter si 
# gas 
(a) l per subdiv s 00,000 
(b) , water heater, stove a 
oven, central gas 
in ace 
PLANNING INFORMATION 
general plan amendment: yes 
rezoning: yes 
planned unit development: yes 
prelim. development plan: yes 
prelim. map: yes 
tentative map: yes 
variance: no 
initial environmental study: yes 
EIR: yes 
ELECTRICAL INFORMATION PER UNIT 
circuits: 10 
switch outlets: 10 
lighting and receptacle outlets: 32 
incandescent lighting fixtures: 12 
220 volt outlets: 0 
service (amps): 200 
dishwasher: 1 
di sposa 1 : 1 
fans: 1 
V. MECHANICAL INFORMATION PER STRUCTURE 
heating/cooling system: central furnace 
under 100,000 
BTU 
extra ventilation fans: 
hood with mechanical exhaust: 
A. PLANNING 
Histograms 1 to 4 present the distribution of fees for a general plan 
amen nt, a rezoning, a PUD (Planned Unit Development), and a 
co it nal use rmit a subdivision of 100 single-family homes. 
(Note: ann o y, to s are presented for the subdivision 
as a A general plan amendment and a rezoning are o en 
necessary putting in a subdivision. A PUD is a particular kind of 
rezoning which vides for greater zoning flexibility. For example, a 
PUO ght provi for cluster housing and higher densities than those 
allowed by the zoning ordinance. A conditional use permit must be 
obtained for certain enumerated uses not automatically allowed by the 
zoning ordinance. 
Some localities require all of the above processes for the subdivision, 
while others require particular combinations. For example, Albany 
includes the cost of a use permit in its fee for a PUD, while Daly City 
and Foster City both include the cost of a rezoning in their PUD fee. 
For this reason, Histogram 5 presents the totals of these four fees, and 
represents a more accurate picture than that of any one of the 
individual fees. 
The median charge for a general plan amendment is $460, although fifteen 
jurisdictions (21 percent of these responding to the survey) charge 
$1,000 or more. The fees range widely, from a low of $100 to a high of 
$15,500. Three jurisdictions base their fees on the staff time expended 
to process the application (the three listed as "not available"), while 
an additional three jurisdictions charge staff time in addition to the 
flat fee displayed on the stogram. 
A rezoning fee ranges from $100 to $4,250, with a general clustering the 
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Histogram 6 di lays the fee distribution fur design review. A design 
review is not ired by all of the jurisdictions responding, and where 
it is there is often no charge for it. There is a wide range of fees 
for the 40 percent of respondents who do charge, from $20 to $20,000 for 
the subdivision. Because of the large number of jurisdictions h 
don•t charge for a design review, the median fee is only The 
average fee is $1,058, compared with an average of $591 for 1979. 
(rt>te: As mentioned in the Introduction. zeros were included in the 
1981 and recalculated 1979 medians and means, while they were not 
included in the original 1979 figures. The difference becomes roost 
obvious when a large number of localities does not charge for a 
particular fee. as in the design review fee. By comparison, the mean 
reported in the 1979 report for this fee, omitting the zeros, was 
$1,742.} Although most jurisdictions charge a flat fee, three charge 
staff time, three charge a flat rate plus staff time, and two base th~ir 
charges on the number of units in the subdivision. 
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Hi s to grams 9 and 1 0 d i s p 1 a y t he fee d i s t r i but i o n fo r a tent at i v e 
subdivision map and a final map, respectively. The median fee for a 
tentative map for the subdivision is $750 (approximately the same as in 
1979). The range is wide--$25 to $12,300--however, more than half t 
jurisdictions in the survey charge less than $1,000. While most 
jurisdictions base the fee on the number of lots, three jurisdictions 
charge staff time, and two charge a flat rate plus staff time. 
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Hi s to grams 11 a n d 1 2 d i s p 1 a y t h e f e e d i s t r i but i o n fo r an i n it i a 1 
environmental study and an EIR. respectively. Ten jurisdictions do not 
charge for an initial environmental study, either at all, or if an EIR 
is determined to be necessary. The median fee for an initial study is 
$75, with a range of $25 to $350. While five jurisdictions based their 
fee o n s t a f f t i me i n 1 9 7 9., ten d i d so i n 1 9 81. Two J u r i s d i c t i o n s 
included the fee for this service in their EIR processing fee. 
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280 
OR MORE 
Twenty-four of the jurisdictions (approximately one third of those 
responding) charge either staff time or a flat fee plus staff time for 
processing an EIR. This compares with thirteen of the jurisdictions (or 
17 percent) in 1979. An additional six jurisdictions in 1981 base their 
EIR processing fee on a percentage of the cost of preparing the 
document. Five jurisdictions computed their fee in this manner in 1979. 
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Eleven jurisdictions charge for a of other planning fees, as 
Column 13 in Table 1 displays (see ix • Histogram 14 presents the 
range of total planning fees for the subd vision. The totals range 
widely, from $25 to $33,550, a an tal of $4,033. The totals 
for twenty-six jurisd tions are not complete. lnwever. because they 
not take into account staff time cha Thus, the actual cost c 
may be considerably higher. it n, two jurisdictions charqe only 
staff time for all their planning fees; thus, even a partial total was 
impossible to estimate. As a comparison. 40 percent of the 
jurisdictions used staff time or actual costs for at least one of their 
planning fees in 1981; this figure was only 27 percent in 1979. 
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B. BUILDING FEES 
As discussed in the Introduction, this update differs from the original 
survey in asking jurisdictions to report their own building valuation, 
rather than using a constant valuation across the region for each of the 
four structures. In this way, building permit and plan check costs, 
wh i c h are based o n v a 1 u at i o n , s ho u 1 d mo r e accurate 1 y re fl ec t ac tu a 1 
costs in each jurisdiction. 
Histogram 15 presents the range of valuations for the single-family 
home. They cluster fairly tightly together, which is not surprising 
given the fact that most jurisdictions use the valuation per square foot 
published in the Uniform Building Code (UBC). Oiferences in valuation 
are primarily attributable to what year of the UBC is used, and whether 
or not the San Francisco regional modifier is used. Some jurisdictions 
do not use the UBC at all, but use another source, such as Building 
Standards Magazine. 
The median valuation for the single-family home is $65,288. The uniform 
valuation used in 1979 was $55,160. 
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Building permit fees are displayed in Histogram 16. They also cluster 
fairly tightly together, with rrost fees in the $300 to $350 range. In 
1979, most fees were found in the $200 to $300 range. 
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Plan check fees are rrostoften 50 to 65percentofthe building permit 
cost. Half the jurisdictions charge $200 for a plan check fee, with 
rrost of the other fees clustered nearby (Histogram 17). In 1979, the 
median fee was $133, as compared to $200 in 1981. 
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Plumbing, mechanical, and electrical permits are based on either the 
number of fixtures or square footage. The median fee fur a plumbing 
permit is $43, compared with $37 in 1979 (Histogram 18). The median fee 
fur a mechanical permit is $24, while it was $19 in 1979 (Histogram 19). 
Finally, the median fee for an electrical permit in 1981 is $41, while 
in 1979 it was $33 (Histogram 20). 
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Histogram 21 displays total building permit costs for the single-family 
home. Totals range from $329 to $1,786, with most fees clustering in 
the $600 to $700 range. The median of $640 represents a 43 percent 
increase over the median of $447 in 1979. 
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C. GROWTH-IMPACT FEES 
A variety of fees are categorized under the term "growth-impact:" park 
fee, school impact fee, occupancy tax, tax on residential construction, 
and similar fees. What these fees have in common is that they attempt 
to allay the impact of new development on the cofmlunity. Although it is 
fairly obvious what a park or school impact fee supports, the names of 
other growth-impact fees are not always as self-descriptive. For 
example, depending on the community, an "occupancy tax 11 may be used to 
finance a variety of cofmlunity needs, from schools to traffic lights. 
Approximately half the jurisdictions surveyed charge a park fee. This 
percentage is substantially the same as it was in 1979. As Histogram 22 
illustrates, the fee ranges from $25 to $3,000 for a single-family home, 
with a median fee of $700. The median fee in 1979 was $500. While the 
p e rc en tag e o f r e s po n d i n q j u r i s d ic t i o n s c h a r g i n g a p a r k fee h a s n • t 
changed over the last two years, the amounts charged have increased 
significantly. The five jurisdictions which answered "not available" 
base their park fee on a certain amount of land per unit to be set 
aside. The developer has the option of paying an in-lieu fee, which is 
dependent on the market value of the particular parcel of land. 
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Eighteen jurisdictions (or 25 percent of the respondents) assess a tax 
on residential construction. This tax is based on either the number of 
bedrooms, the valuation, the square footage, or a flat rate per home. 
It ranges from a low of $23 to a hiqh of $1,715. The median tax is $350 
per home. 
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There is a de va ation in utility connection fees across the Bay Area 
(Histogram 27). Only about half the responding jurisdictions charge for 
storm drains, with fees ranging widely, from $10 to $1,520. The mean 
fee of $454 is considerably higher than the 1979 mean of $106. This fee 
is usually assessed on a per-unit basis. although it is sometimes based 
on square 
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Unlike storm drain fees, most jurisdictions charge for a sewer 
connection (Histogram 28). Sewer connection fees are usually more 
expensive than storm drain fees. They range in cost from $10 to $2,750. 
The median fee of $600 represents a one-third increase overt median 
fee of $450 in 1979. 
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Water connect a vari of charges: meter installation, 
connection cha • a i or -in charge. Fees based on 
the meter size are most common. wever, the Marin M.lnicipal Water 
District uses acre- t of water us per year as well as meter size, 
and the East Bay Municipal ility District (EBMUD) bases its 
partie ipation c rge on r must be pumped upwa or not. 
While some water districts equalize costs over the whole area 
others (such as EBMUO) base their c on the diffic ty of supplyi 
water to the units. 
Thirteen jurisdictions do not c rge for a water connection fee 
(Histogram 29). For Uose that do, costs range widely, from $104 to 
$3,497. The median fee of$ 0 is six percent higher than the 1979 
median fee of $775. 
In unincorporated areas, the utilities cost is usually that of sinking 
wells and installing septic tanl<s, although it is often possible 
(depending on location) to hook into the existing systems of nearby 
cities. 
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Histogram 30 displays the total utility costs for a single-family home. 
The range is from $65 to $4,322. The median total of $1,565 is 12 
percent higher than the 1979 median total of $1,400. 
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Histogram 31 displays the total development fees assessed per 
single-family home: planning (the subdivision total divided by 100), 
buildinq, growth-impact, and utilities fees. The totals range from $420 
to $8,568. The median total of $3,490 is 32 percent hiqher than the 
median total for 1979. 
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II. MULTI-FAMILY HOME 
Figures 5 and 6 illustrate the floor plans of the hypothetical 
seven-unit multi-family building. Figure 7 displays the statistics and 
information necessary to calculate the fees related to the multi-family 
dwelling. As with the single-family development, it was assumed that 
the same multi-family unit was built in each of the cities and counties. 
We have further assumed the following: 1) the building will be 
constructed in an area which is already zoned multiple family; 2) a 
parcel map will not be necessary; 3) an initial environmental study will 
result in a negative declaration; and 4) a trench pavement restoration 
of 30 square feet will be needed. This last assumption is discussed in 
the Engineering section of the Appendix. 
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APARTMENT BUILDING: BASIC INFORMATION 
I. BASIC STATISTICS II. PLANNING INFORMATION 
III. 
(a) 
# individual units: 7 
lot size: 10,365 sq.ft. 
# bedrooms per unit: 4 @ 2 bedrooms 
3 @ 1 bedroom 
sq. footage: 5944 
building classification: V (wood 
frame; good) 
frontage feet: 100 
impervious sq. footage: 7810 
encroachment permit: yes 
use permit: yes 
general plan amendment: no 
rezoning: no 
planned unit development: no 
prelim. development plan: no 
tenative parcel map: no 
variance: no 
nega t1ve declaration: yes 
trench pavement restoration: 30 sq.ft. 
PLUMBING INFORMATION 








dis posa 1 s: 
storm drain: 
lawn sprinkler system: 
water meter size: 
# gas appliances: 













IV. ELECTRICAL INFORMATION 
circuits: 35 
switch outlets: 63 
lighting and receptacle outlets: 84 
incandescent lighting fixtures: 66 
220 volt outlets: 9 




range a nd oven: 7 
electric water heater: 1 
V. MECHANICAL INFORMATION 
42 
heating/cooling system: 7 electric 
wa 11 heaters 
extra ventilation fans: 7 
hood with mechanical exhaust: 7 
A. PLANNING FEES 
Fifty-three of the responding risdictions require a conditional use 
permit, as Histogram 32 shows. fees range from a low of $20 to a 
high of $1,150. The majority of ndents charge between $100 and 
$300 for a use permit. The average e of $214 is 52 percent higher 
than the 1979 average of $141. Two jurisdictions charge staff time in 
addition to the fee which is displayed in the histogram. 
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Histogram 33 displays the fee distribution for design review. Forty..,.one 
percent of those who require a design review do not charge for it. 
Costs for those that do range from $25 to $1300, with most fees $200 or 
less. This is substantially the same as the 1979 pattern. 
Of the fifty localities that require a site plan review, only sixteen 
charge a fee for this service (Histogram 34). For those that cb, the 
costs range from $50 to $720, with most fees $300 or under. tt>st 
jurisdictions charge a flat rate, although one charges a flat rate plus 
staff time, one charges staff time, and a third charges staff time plus 
37 percent overhead. Histogram 35 presents the sum of these t\\0 fees, 
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Negative Dec 1 a ration 
As Histogram 36 illustrates, the fee for a negative declaration clusters 
strongly in the $100 or less range. The median fee of $75 is 50 percent 
higher than 1979•s median fee of $50. Two jurisdictions charge staff 
time in addition to the flat rate, while another two charge staff time 
only. 
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B. BUILDING FEES 
Histogram 39 presents the range of valuations for the multi,..family home. 
They cluster fairly tightly in the $200,000 to $275,000 range, with a 
median valuation of $224,980. The uniform valuation used in 1979 was 
$195' 320. 
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Building permit fees are displayed in Histogram 40. They also cluster 
fairly tightly together, with most fees in the $700 to $900 range. In 
1979, most fees clustered in the $400 to $700 range. 
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Plan check fees also cluster, but in the $400 to $600 range (Histogram 
41). As with the single-family home, plan check fees are roost often 50 
to 65 percent of the cost of the building permit. 
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For the multi-family dwelling, plumbing, mechanical, and ec al 
permits are generally based on the number of fixtures. The median fee 
for a plumbing permit is $156, compared with $112 in 1979 (Histogram 
42). The median fee for a mechanical permit is $77, compared th 
in 1979 (Histogram 43). Finally, the median fee for an ect 
permit is $147, compared with $127 in 1979 (Histogram 44). 
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Histogram 45 rlisplays total i1di permit co s r t 
dwelling. Totals range from$ to $6,129, th most 
in the $1,000 to $2,000 range. e median fee of $1,597 is 
higher than t 1979 median of $1 215. In co trast, tal i 
r the single-family home rose 43 percent ing se years. 
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C. GROWTH-IMPACT FEES 
Some jurisdictions base ir growth-impact fees on the number of units 
in the building. hers se them on number of bedrooms, while still 
others have one flat per single-family home, and another, lower fee 
for each unit in a multi-family dwell inq. Also, fewer jurisdictions 
charge any growth-impact fees to the multi-family dwelling: 66 percent 
of the respondents, as compared with the 73 percent who charge them for 
a single-family home. This gap has narrowed slightly since 1979, when 
only 59 percent of the respondents charged any growth-impact fees for 
the multi-family dwelling, compared with 71 percent charging any for a 
single-family home. 
As Histogram 46 shows, 30 jurisdictions charge a park fee for thP. 
multi-family home. The fees range from $125 to $q,R14. The median fee 
of $4,320 represents a fee of $617 per unit, as compared with the median 
fee of $700 assessed for the single-family home. This median fee is 25 
percent higher than the median fee in 1q79. The two answers that are 
listed as "not available" in Histogram 4R are jurisdictions which base 
their park fee on the market value of a certain amount of land. 
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Nineteen jurisdictions charge a tax on residential construction 
(Histogram 48), ranging from $300 to $7,805. The 1979 ranqe is similar 
to this, with fees from $65 to $7,000. 
Other growth fees include an in-1 ieu low income rousinq fee, a bedroom 
tax, a traffic signal fee, a construction tax, and a variety of taxes 
for "public facilities" or "community development." For rrore details, 
see Column 49, Table 2, in the Appendix. 
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D. UTILITIES CONNECTION FEES 
As with the single-family home, only about half of the responding 
jurisdictions charge for a storm drain connection fee. Although nnst 
charge $600 or under fur this connection, seven localities cha e ove 
$1,000 (Histogram 51). 
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Water connection fees are displayed in Histogram 53. The fees range 
from no charge in ten jurisdictions to a high of $12,585. The per-unit 
median charge of $534 for a water connection is 65 percent of that 
charge for a single-family home. 
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Histogram 55 displays the total development fees for a multi-family 
dwell in g. The totals have a wide range, from $1,610 to $36,578. The 
median total of $11,387 represents a 28 percent increase over 1979's 
median total of $8,913. This is equivalent to the increase in total 
fees for the single-family home during these years. 
As in 1979, the per-unit charge is only about half that of a 
single-family home. Much of this difference is attributed to lower 
per-unit costs for growth-impact and utility fees. In addition, a part 
of the difference is due to the fewer planning services necessary for 
the multi-family dwelling. However, there are a greater number of 
incomplete totals for the single-family home due to a greater number of 
planning and other fees assessed as "staff time." Twenty-four 
jurisdictions have incomplete totals for the single-family home, as 
compared with ten jurisdictions for the multi-family home. This W>uld 
tend to decrease the per-unit difference in fees charged. 
Unfortunately, there is no accurate way of approximating the actual 
ann unt that W> u 1 d be charged in these cities. 
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III. RESTAURANT 
Figure 9 i11ust 
restaura 
information. 
construe i a 
no t be n ec e s sa 
environmental 
third structure, a 
s ry statistics and 
i1 dinq 11 be 
ia ; ) a parcel map 11 
necessary; and 4} an initi 
1aration. 
DELICATESSEN: BASIC INFORMATION 
I. BASIC STATISTICS 
lot size: 7761 sq.ft. 
sq. footage: 2080 
bu i1 ding c 1 ass if i cation: II I 
frontage feet: 60 
impervious sq. footage: 6175 
encroachment t: yes 
III. PLU~lBitlG INFORMATION 















1 awn nk1 
0 
tern: no 
water meter . 5" 
gas appliances: 2(b) 
(a) extra fixture s draft 




If. PLANNING INFORMATION 
use permit: yes 
general plan amendment: no 
rezoning: no 
prelim. development plan: no 
tentative parcel map: no 
variance: yes (a) 
negative declaration: yes 
(a) providing only 14 parking spaces 
instead of assumed requirement of 20 
IV. ELECTRICAL INFORMATION 
circuits: 5 
switch outlets: 2 
1 ighting and receptacle outlets: 20 
incandescent 1 ighting fixtures: 4 
220 volt outlets: 2 





range and oven: 
electric siqn: 
(a) freestanding 
size: 50 sq.ft. 




hea ing system: central furnace 
under 100,000 BTU 
and ing system 
extra ventilation fans: 0 
hood with mechanical exhaust: 
PLANNING FEES 
As Histogram 56 shows, most oft require a use permit 
the restaurant. The permits range m $25 to $1,1 • 
fo u n d i n the $1 0 0 to $ 3 0 0 r a n g e i a n c h a r q e o f $ 1 7 5 
percent higher than 1979's median c of $100. In addit 
two juri s d ic t ions which c h a r g e s a f f t i me fo r t hi s service 
jurisdictions add staff time r the consu1tant 1 S fee) to thei 
rate. 
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The 
1 
Histogram 66 presents the building permit fees for the res tau rant. As 
with the other two structures, there is a fairly narrow range of fees. 
The most common fee is $450. 
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e mo common r a an 
Plumbing fees have a median of $60, as compared with $46 in 1979 
(Histogram 68). The median fee for a mechanical pennit (Histogram 69) 
is $16, virtually unchanged since 1979. The median fee of $57 for an 
electrical permit (Histogram 70) is one-third higher than the 1979 
median of $43. 
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Total building fees are displayed in Histogram 71. Totals range from 
$404 to $2,720. The median total of $839 is 41 percent higher than the 
1979 median total of $594. This is approximately the same as the 
increase in buildinq fees for the t\11.0 residential structures. 
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C. GROWTH-IMPACT FEES 
As Histogram 74 shows, only 24 jurisdictions (or one-third of the 
respondents) charge any growth-impact fees to the restaurant. 
percentage has not changed since 1979. However, the median 
i n c r e a sed 6 0 perc en t i n the s e two yea r s • m $ 31 2 to 9 
charged to the restaurant include a license tax not the same as 
for a business 1 ense), construction tax. tra bri 
fee, and a variety of fees to finance public improvements. For 
see Columns 72 and 73, Table 3, in the Aooendix. 
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D. UTILITY CONNECTION FEES 
Only 27 jurisdictions charge for a storm drain connection, as Histogram 
75 shows. Costs range from $15 to $1,400, with a fairly wide 
distribution of amounts. As Histogram 76 illustrates, sewer connection 
fees show an even wider range, from $15 to $6,187. Altlnugh the median 
charge of $744 in 1981 represents only an eight percent increase over 
the $689 median in 1979, the mean sewer connection fee increased 28 
percent during these tWJ years, indicating a greater number of fees in 
the upper range. Water connection fees also range widely (Histogram 
77), from no charge for 12 jurisdictions to the highest charge of 
$17,930. Both the mean and the median fee each increased by 
approximately one-third from 1979 to 1981. 
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Figure 11 displays the proportion of different development fees in the 
three zones for the restaurant. Planning and building fees drop 
proportionately as total fees rise. The average total growth-impact fee 
increased fuurfold from Zone 1 to Zone 2, compared to an increase in 
total development fees between the t\\U zones of only 61 percent. is 
is the opposite of the 1979 pattern, in which growth-impact s 
actually declined between Zones 1 and 2. As in 1979, both growth-impact 
and utility connection fees rise substantially in Zone 3. Again, as in 
1979, growth-impact fees comprise a far smaller proportion of the total 
in Zone 3 for the restaurant than they do fur either of the residential 
dwellings, and rise far less dramatically than utility costs. Utility 
costs account fur roost of the differences in fees aroong the three zones, 
rising roore than three times from Zone 1 to Zone 3. 
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IV. PRINT SHOP 
Figure 12 illustrates the floor plan of the fourth structure, a print 
soop. Figure 13 displays the necessary statistics and information. The 
following assumptions have been made: 1) the building will be 
constructed in an area already zoned light industrial; 2) a parcel map 
will not be necessary; and 3) an initial environmental study will result 
in a negative declaration. 
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PRINT SHOP: BASIC IN 
I. BASIC STATISTICS 
lot size: 7812 sq.ft. 
sq. footage: 4000 
building classification: II 
frontage feet: 125 
impervious sq. footage: 6226 
encroachment permit: yes 
III. PLUMBING INFORMATION 






lawn sprinkler system: 
sewer 
water meter size: 
#gas a icances: 












general plan amendment: no 
rezoning: no 
prelim. development plan: no 
tentative reel map: no 
varia nc e : no 
nega ve declaration: yes 






lighting and receptacle outlets: 
incandescent lighting fixtures: 




total motors: 12 @ 10 hp or under, 
service (am 
ns: 
ec c sign: 
a 
ex 




tern: suspended heater; 
air co itioner 
ns: 0 
A. PLANNING FEES 
Use permit fees, charged by 83 percent of those surveyed, range in cost 
from $35 to $1,150 (Histogram 80). The median charge of $150 is 50 
percent higher than the median charge of $100 in 1979. While almost a11 
localities charge a flat fee, three base their fee on staff time, or a 
flat fee plus staff time. 
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Approximately half of the respondents charge for a design review. As 
Histogram 81 slnws, rrost of the fees cluster in the $100 or less range, 
although several jurisdictions charge $300 or more. Although most 
charge a flat fee, one locality bases its fee on the cost of 
construction; and five use staff time in determininq the fee. 
Only fourteen localities charge for a site plan review, with half of 
these clustering in the $100 range (Histogram 82). Histogram 83 
d i sp 1 ays the combined tWJ fees. 
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About half of the jurisdictions which collect a fee for a negative 
declaration charge $100 or less, although five charge $300 or more. The 
range, however, is quite narrow, as shown in Histogram 84. Four 
jurisdictions use staff time to compute the fee charged (t~ charge 
staff time only--the 11 not available" answers--and t\110 charge a flat fee 
plus staff time). 
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Fees for a sign permit cluster strongly in the $10 to $25 range for the 
34 jurisdictions which collect this fee (Histogram 85). Two 
jurisdictions include this fee in the building permit. The cost for 
this fee has not changed substantially since 1979. 
85. SIGN PEII"IT FF(~, PRINT SHOP 
roat ~n. nF CIT!fS aNn cru>~rtE"> 11 
Z5 
• • 
"' • ....... zo • ... 
z • => • 0 u • 
0 • ,.. 
15 • c • "' • w ... • .. ... • u 
10 • ... • 0 • . 
0 • z • • • 
5 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
0 20 40 60 110 100 lZO 140 
COST IN DOLllll S OR MOllE 
0 KEANS NO CHARGE !lR NO COST IN THIS CASE 
I USIIEitED NCT APPLICAIILE 
0 ANSWERED NC T AtAIUI!lE 
4 AN SifERS WERE INCLUDED IN ANOTHER FEE 
1 ANSWERS IIERE MISSI"G 
MEAN • S 17 
MEDUN•S 10 
93 
TOUl PlA!\1\ !NG HfS, PR !NT SHOP 














28 p rcent 
rc en aqe 
$395 
$300 
B. BUILDING FEES 
Histogram 88 presents the valuation given the print shop by each 
responding jurisdiction. The valuations cluster strongly in the $80,000 
range. The 1979 uniform valuation used was $73,200. 
Half the responding jurisdictions charge from $375 to $400 for a 
building permit (Histogram 89). Likewise, plan check fees cluster in 
the $250 range, at approximately 65 percent of the building permit fees 
(Histogram 90). 
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Plumbing permit fees range from $18 to $168 (Histogram 91). The median 
charge of $41 is one-third higher than the median charge of $30 in 1979. 
While most jurisdictions charge by the number of fixtures, some base 
their charge on a certain percentage of the contract, one city charges 
staff time, and tWJ include the fee in the cost of the building permit. 
This is also true of the mechanical and electrical permits. 
Mechanical permit fees, as with the other structures, are the lowest of 
the fees, ranging from $5 to $80 (Histogram 92). Their median fee of 
$16 has not changed substantially since 1979. 
Electrical permit fees (Histogram 93} are the most expensive, ranging 
from $15 to $420. Their median fee of $93 is 21 percent higher than the 
1979 median fee of $77. 
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stogram di the total growth-impact fees for print p. 
Twenty-two of the jurisdictions (or 31 percent of the respondents 
charge at least one growth-impact fee, substantially the same as 




to $977 in 19 , a 64 percent increase. 
s sen much rrore s1o y: from $500 to $538. This 
increase in fees charged at the upper end of 
y ve percent of the res ndents charged a to 1 
in 1981, 11 percent of the respondents did so Most respondents 





, f>R!Nf SHOP 
!<~ di'<O ((UNTIE) • 71 
400 
u:u1..e 
1 ~NS~REO NCT A~AILABlE 
0 £NSWERS WERE I~ClUOED ANCTHER fEE 
1 ANSWERS WERE ~tSSING 
i'IEI\N S '111 
NEDUN•' 538 
1000 uoo 
1979 Mean $594 
1979 Median = $500 
nine 
ions in 
) • The 
in 1979. 
nection fee has 
R. a 35 percent 
increases at the 
SE~EI' CONNECT 10 FH'i, PR !NT SHOP 
TOTAl "-C• Cf Cl!li'S AMl CC!INT!F<; • 7! 
30- 11 











5 • • • • • . ... • • • • .. • • • • • . . ... • • • • . "' • ... • • • • ., ., .. • • • • • . ... .. • • 
!00 600 ~00 1200 
COST 11\1 OOllARS 
' MUMS 1110 CHARGE OSt 1\10 COS f I 1\1 OH S "<;E 
4 ANS~EREO MCT APPliCABlE 
0 ANSWERED NOT -VAilABtE 
1 ANSWERS WERE INClUDED IN ANOTHER FEE 
1 ANSWERS WERE ~ISSI~G 
MEAN • S '12'1 
I'IEDUN•S 690 
1QO.wUER CCI\,ECTIC" FH<;, PRINT SliGP 
TOTAl 1\C. CF (!TIE<; AWl CrUNT! E S = 7l 
3 0- 7 
20 
... .... 
u • ... "' 0 .. .. 
.; • 
:z "' ..
5 • .. .. .. $ 
• .. .. • • '* • • $ .. .. .. • • • • • $ • ,,.. 
'* • • • .. • • • • • • 
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 
COST IN DOlURS 
0 MEANS 1110 CHARGE QR 1110 COST IN THIS CASE 
4 ANSWERED MCT IPPtiCA8lE 
0 ANSWERED NCT AtiAIUBlE 
1 ANSWERS WERE INClUDED IN ANOTHER FEE 
ANSWERS ~ERE ~ISSING 
I'IEAN ., !I 2'H8 
JAN,.$ 1700 1 
• • .. 
• • .. .. . .. • • • . . ... . • 
1500 11100 uoo 
OR MORE 
• ... $ ... ... . • 
"' $ • 
• • $ "' • • • $ "' • 
5000 6000 1000 
OR !'lORE 
Histogram 101 prP.sents total utility connection fees for the print shop. 
The range is from $68 to $19,730. The median total of $2,742 represents 
a 24 percent increase over 1979's median total of $2,213. 
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Figure 14 displays the proportion of different development fees in the 
three zones for the print shop. The pattern is similar to that of the 
restaurant: planning and building fees drop proportionately as total 
fees rise; growth fees increase threefold from Zone 1 to Zone 2 (again, 
this is a change from the 1979 pattern, which showed a sliqht decline in 
growth fees from Zone 1 to Zone 2); and both qrowth impact and utility 
fees rise substantially in Zone 3. 
Growth fees comprise 12 percent of the total in Zone 3--as with the 
restaurant, a small proportion compared with the 40 percent that these 
fees comprise in Zone 3 for residential buildings. 1-bwever, this is a 
considerable increase for the print shop over the 1979 proportion of 
four percent in Zone 3. What seems to have happened is that growth fees 
assessed on the print shop have "caught up" with those assessed on the 
restaurant, so that in proportion and amount they are approximately 
equal in 1981, whereas they were much lower for the print shop in 1979. 
As in 1979, however, for both the restaurant and print shop, the higher 
fees in the more rapidly developing areas go primarily to finance sewer 
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A. DISPLAY OF FEES 
Tables 1 through 4 display all of the development fees claimed by each 
respondent for 1981. As discussed in the Introduction, the 1981 survey 
also asked cities and counties to correct any wrong information we had 
on their 1979 fees, and to send in those fees if they were missing from 
our original report. Neither the updated 1979 fees nor the histograms 
generated with this data are printed in this report. 









The column numbers of the display tables correspond with histogram 
numbers to facilitate comparisons. As stated in th~ Introduction, where 
histogram numbers are not consecutive, the column the skipped number 
corresponds with is "other planning" or "other growth-impact" fees, for 
which a histogram would not have made sense. 
The following key is used in Tables 1 through 4: 
0: no cost or no charge in this case: the respondent 
either answered "no cost" or left blank the space 
provided for that fee. 
-1: not applicable: the fee is not assessed in that 
jurisdiction; or, in some cases, the jurisdiction is 
not zoned for that particular building (where all 
the fees are coded as -1). 
-2: not available. The fee is based on "staff time," or 
"time and materials" unless otherwise noted. This 
code for an initial study, negative declaration or 
EIR means the staff time of the local planning 
staff, or the consultant's fee, unless otherwise 
noted. This code for a park fee means that the 
developer must dedicate a certain amount of land, or 
pay an in-lieu fee based upon the market value of 
that land. Finally, subtotals (e.g., Total Planning 
Fees) which have this code listed for one of their 
fees are incomplete, and are so noted in the tables. 
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Table ! . 
pevelopmel11- ~~ ?in$1e.-famHy home, 1q~l 
::.l~ ~~ 1'-~ · ()) I if-"!). .¢'\'ffo- t ¥ ·p ';f). i "~ -t'" [J ·.ff:. J ~ '\ l R If]:~ ';jJ- ~ ' ~~ J~ o/~ ~ -- 'r!:Q;~~ ~ '.iJ .(! l 
,~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ to '\~ ~ ]!____ \~ 




1 soo1 150 1 10000
1 
1000 0 2425 0 150 431 
ALBANY 0 100 100 -3 200 -3 -1 0 150 1 349 
BERKELEY 0 165 300 127 592 0 0 -- -o 65'4 6 -11zo-
fREMONT 2250 750 1375 0 4375 0 0 0 2625 223 
HAYWARD 3oo1 -1 5oo1 0 800 0 0 0 -2 - 346 
UvERMO~E 500 450 451} so 145(f- -o--- ·-:rur ---'"Jlrr---rzsu-- - S'. ---:nz 
OAKLAND 0 600 2235 0 2835 0 0 0 500 404C. 372 
PLEASANTON 250 250 350 0 850 0 0 0 350 450 297 
-SAN-LEANURO I} ~z -2 .;.-z---- ·-;.;.-z-- --;,;;z--- - .;;;z- - ----,;;;z-------c;;;z-- - -----v ~ 
UNION CITY 4000 600 300 600 5500 0 0 0 5150 300 
426: ,:.,.-
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 990 4250 0 0 5240 0 0 0 500 675 188 
ANTIOCH 300 515 J gs -- !'Clu- ·r ztOir -u --o--- ----u·-----rsu--- -sou-
---zl'!l) 
BRENTWOOD 475 475 400 200 1550 503 .. J 503 500 1200 
188 
CLAYTON 990 0 4250 -1 5240 -1 -1 -1 250 300 
235 
CONCO~D- 650 400 450 ~1 - 15ou-- 300 v· --:Ju-ll -173ou--- 12'65 ____ ---:nJ' 
EL CERRITO 900 520 2075 -1 3495 25 0 25 -3 850 
319 
0 HERCULES -2 !:l25 3000 -1 3825 -2 -2 -2 1700 1200 
331 
\D MARTINEZ 400 400 500 ISO l451T 10750 .;."3 10750 lilT IT 575 - -nr---
MORAGA -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 0 -2 -2 -2 -. 188 
PINOLE 200 500 725 0 1425 0 0 0 25 325 ~ 
_ v:>t::!!8 316 
PITTSBURG 1490 100 -I 35 1625 0 0 0 ISO 200 0 v 0 1975\ 52897• 29? 
RICHMOND 0 JOO 300 100 700 0 0 0 2800 750 100 0 0 4350 47700 274 
MARIN COUNTY 1100 l1v0 5600 475 8275 0 2900 2900 2450 775 165 600 0 15165 87690 427 
MILL VALLEY 800 800 BOO 400 2800 90 0 90 BOO 0 150 400 10
4 4250 102030 301T--
NOVATO 250 125 950 so 1375 100 -3 100 100 400 75 -2 0 2650 71000 227 
SAN ANSEL""O 0 400 550 150 1100 8725 -! 8725 1400 600 75 -1 Jsos 3412 71061 349 
SAN RAFAEL 460 460 873 180 1973 125 0 125 740 780 40 375 0 4033 57360 
31TI-
SllUSALI TO sou 'JOO ':iOO 300 1800 2000 0 2000 800 0 -2 1000 0 4100 118575 489 
TIBURON soo 500 1650 250 2900 22'500 0 22500 5300 2700 -z !50 0 33550 70916 346 
NAPA COUNTY 750 500 -1 4'o0 1650 225 -1 225 1400 -1 125 2150 0 5600 69822 343 
NAPA 500 300 0 0 eoo 0 0 0 1 00 600 1 00 0 0 1600 57468 J07 
-z" G 500
7 -l' -l' 
6 
SAN FRANCISCO -1 500 -2 -1 -1 -1 2000 2.000 0 4500 -4 -4 
:. f'!L<f> ~::J~fC. +ime 4. p,, b :1·e- r:otice { P(•.o~s C05t of P!AD and use perm1r ,, 
-· f'e5r'de~fitJ/ development fee 5. Var!'::tnce 8. Pj 1; 5 'cost of PUD, use permit, initial env1'ronment etuciy arr:t Elf\ 
3. Ir,c::des $135 ener:_gy sun::hcu,;~ G. Depencts ct1 cost r:f COYlSfrt.~c.tt'on 




vevelo~ fee~, ~inele-.fimitly home, rqet ( (ttltinued ! 
~ ~f-J '#!> ~~ & "~ >tt*' .'<-"' .,.,~ R . ~; . ~ . &, rf . ~~~. tt,~.r•~~' ~fl IF) qfl t<(> w~ ~~ ~~'):1< ~t'~~~-~~ f.~~ -t::"~ ~v#ii -'II il~~~~~ ~~;~ 
-----""------"---~--------- ~-----t.D ~ Q'J "' ,p ,, ,, ~ ~ tJ {0 












SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO 





































































































1. flus -;,mff Hme 
-z_. IY)({~Ade? eMrgy [r'l:;ultttion (~21 ); 
b(,\<SiV>e~? UceMe \IC1IuV~liovt (~ ~6); 

























































































































































3. r::xcep-him .to subdivrstim ord(nclr'lce 
4- Z3 % oF f.lf<- L¢1' 
S. P!t.t'5 ~IR pn::>ce!i$1r:9 ft:'e 











































































































































































































































































































1-t (l 750 500 100 1oo15 6so1f> s5J5
5 5736o 
-3 125 2700 1600 lOU -2~ 
12~ 225 400 '+00 50 100 
0 400 1550 0 50 0 




















































c:~nd EIR fee II· Sr'lvirom'llt:t1~1 t~&?e!6wel1f 
8. tm:tina~ fee r"l. tS ~ oft:!~ CdOt 
· 13 zone .che~nae 
q. Plan pruef6mg 1~. w % ,f 1::1~ Mt 
J(?. r!eaf#J D!pf. fee . . 
n. wm¥VIuvtifyt(ev. ~ f1?!ildevrha1Cf!t1fwl fee 
rg. ln.cltAde? iort/racft?rl> lite~ mx (~) 
lO.b\& I· 
vevelq?rnent fee~ ~i~le-fQmily home l'l~t (co~tin1Ae4) J 
I I ·~ 
it ·~ ,~ ·~ ·'co~· ~ ~),<$' ~~ A ~~ic ·~t ·tt ·~'f ll·~ 
~" ~~· J'l "? ~~~~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~q t$\~ ~~~ f.lJ/ ~~1 ~~~ t~ t~<f ~f: lJ ~~'f), c! ~~ ~\t~ ~ ~ ~'to~ vf\ll~ ~$!~~ ~~ "~ct! 
~ ~ ,~ ~ 'V' ~ 4~ ~ -~ ~ tV ~ ~ .p It)'\ 
ALAMEDA COUIIITY -3 -3 -3 -3 675 0 u 0 0 0 120 0 1245 1465 2146 
ALAMEDA 213 lOt> 52 26 828 0 u 900 0 900 0 110 803 913 2767 
ALBANY 227 53 22 36 687 0 u 0 0 0 0 75 803 887 1579 
BERKELEY 607 71 50 132 1786 0 0 0 0 0 10 10 803 823 2628 
FREMONT 112 40 30 45 450 800 0'+~ 711 0 2156 0 934 1035 1969 4647 
HAYWARD 225 177 38 91 877 500 u 600 0 1100 40 180 1270 1490 3477 
LIVERMORE 209 66 22 43 662 646 570 1715 . 85R1 3789 449 1920 1291 3660 8143. 
OAKLAND 223 108 39 53 794 0 0 0 3002. 300 0 100 1378 1478 2654 
PLEASANTON 190 32 25 22 566 1650 u 375 0 2025 120 2100 1169 3389 5999 
SAN LEANDRO 158 72 32 42 64T o· -~o -·-u ·-o ·a---~ 0 375 1378 175c· ~-
UNION CITY 213 94 20 102 854 630 179() 0 1333 2421 0 934 1255 2189 5575 
- ~------ ---- ~-- -~· 
CCNTRA COSTA COUNTY 122 35 28 44 417 300 132 0 0 1032 0 1146 1378 2524 4037 
ANTIOCH 186 26 16 32 546 350 bTl 0 372
4 
1394 1520 1230 820 3570 -~~ 
BRENTWOOD 122 35 28 44 417 395 600 0 0 995 705 1530 985 3220 4670 
CLAYTON 153 44 47 55 533 -2 u 300 0 300 -3 1800 1390 3190 4081 
CCNCORD 213 27 19 27 617 300 .. 0 0 ·o 300 0 1050 1390 2440 35i1 
E.L CERRITO 207 89 35 60 710 0 u 0 0 0 7 80 803 890 1647 
HERCULES 21S 60 30 45 681 0 u 0 soo5 500 0 1500 1378 2878 4126 
..... MJlRTINEZ 148 43 19 35 472 817 0 0- 0 817 0 1146 1390 2536 3956 
...... MORAGA 117 35 28 44 432 1100 u 0 0 1100 0 1146 1378 2524 4056 
PINOLf 205 66 18 65 690 700 u 0 0 700 0 450 1378 1828 323b 
PITTSRURG 146 35 28 35 536 -1 0 23 0 23 0 400 81 481 1059 
RICHMOND 13 7 76 lP 50 555 • 432 0 0 0 432 -2 150 l 378 1528 2558 
MARIN COUNTY 27/:J 45 20 41 811 915 0 0 0 915 0 240 2271 2511 4388 
MILL VALLEY 180 17 12 23 592 0 0 0 525" 525 0 600 2271 2871 4030 
NOVATO 114 19 19 J9 39H 0 u 350 0 350 10 700 1335 2045 2819 
SAN ANSELMO 22 7 32 32 42 682 0 u 0 0 u 0 2?0 2271 2491 3207 
SAN RAFAEL 200 45 23 35 610 0 0 383 0 383 0 500 2718 3218 4251 
SAUSAL! TO Jill 50 23 21 902 0 u 300 0 300 -1 800 2271 3071 4314 
TIBUROI'< 22A 61 32 41 708 500 0 0 2724 7 3224 290 1740 2271 4301 8568 
NAPA COUNn 257 65 3b 36 138 0 0 0 () 0 0 560 960 1520 2314 
NAPA 200 64 19 26 616 250 400 125 0 775 -28 962 <dO 1392
13 2799 
SAN FRANC I'SCO -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4- -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 
---"---<--~--·---
l. M!1p? f$ 48,; in i;'eu 101f1 4, Tmr.:i( -si1:1nn iiw.-1oo '>f! 5::: ': 7 'ia upcmc..y fax ( ~ 7SCJ); T\bvWOI"' Blvd, iV'Ilprvvtm8rtf- fc!Yid (t 1q74 ) income ~1CU6r'n0 feer$44?- 1 ::t:wPr Di?tic.r J~YletatfV1 r~ ~i2z:, 
Bednx·m ~:< City ~1\~ctt\on (~ 100) ' '' 
S. 2. % of C£n.;;-frucfion ~ 
3, si_gna! 'ti1i1r11 t:~(rea~~ tee 
5, '.crnrnuni-ty <ievelopm<'.nt m q, fl(.f.> cu;f of ~)crm drainc, 
IP, Planning i; <levelcpr.~t:nt fl;IX 
-rab/e- I. 
!JeVelopmen-r ~ t6in81e-family home '"~~- · · · ... ·· ....... · 
I ~ I ~ h. :\\'' ·fl . ~ ~ · ~~j ~ ,~·~ # ft:X ·~ .·~ \1}: 
.ng/ ) 
Q 4~ l~~ ~'I,~~J ~liJ'i} n,!lt~il '~~~{f ,,,~~~lll~Jl 
_____ ---=-.~ {0' "'~ ,p ~ {\1 {)7 ~ tip ~ ~ 4J ~ * ,, 












SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO 

























1. 6mwth !Yl(;IM,:Jement 
2. wpi+ttl impmvernelll'S 













































































4. 5treer -!r'ees 




































































































































































































































S. community f!l.cilin~? development fee 













































































































































































































































































vevelopme~ -ff!8?, mul+i -farnily home, tqeJ 
- ~ . ·~~ . ~ ~ . . . I . ·~~ . ~ ~Q;"J 
:Jl'ix 1/fif~~~ ~:.~ '>~jl~~~~~._~~~~,~~?\ f ~? 1~\~~~,i~ 
~ 4J> ~ ~" qjD t{} JjJ ~ pP Dt'- ~ ~ ~ ph 
--·------
ALM-1EOA COUIIITY 20 -2 140 140 0 0 160 270452 1182 296 -3 -3 -3 1478 
ALA"EOA 50 1504 0 150
4 1 oo4 0 300 ... 219928 934 607 342 90 97 2070 
ALBANY lOU -3 -1 -2 0 0 100 267480 853 554 172 26 172 1777 
BERKELEY 3005 0 0 0 100 54
1 
45'+ 228250 3069 1995 306 115 644 6129 
fREMONT 300 0 400 400 200 0 900 224980 474 403 175 140 175 1367 
HAYWARD -1 -1 zoo+ zoo4 -3 0 2004 235382 773 503 437 99 335 2147 
LIVERMORE 50 0 300 350 50 4002. 800 216360 736 478 175 73 155 1617 
OAKLAND 300 0 0 0 60 0 360 216361 618 371 248 91 160 1489 
PLEASANTON 150 0 75 75i> 25 0 250 189000 674 426 99 70 127 1396 
SAN LEANDRO -1 -I .;.z"' -2 -2"' 0 --2"'235097 606 437 206 23 197 1469 
UNION CITY 600 0 300 300 200 0 1100 237760 988 494 288 94 399 2263 
CONTRA COSTA COUIIITY -1 -1 720 720 75 0 N':J 178320 416 270 125 95 126 1032 
ANTIOCH 95 0 0 0 50 0 145 190000 661 429 95 50 75 1310 
BRENTWOOD 200 1!:15 -3 185 1004 0 4!:15 178320 416 270 125 95 126 1032 
'-'-' CLAYTON Joo
4 -1 497 497 225 0 10224 178320 519 338 156 118 158 1289 
CCNCORD -1 200 0 200 125 0 325 195320 684 373 89 65 89 1300 
EL CERRITO 1?0 2S 0 25 75 0 220 255592 823 534 203 178 217 1955 
HERCULES 200 -2 -2 -2 -1 0 2no4216362 726 472 240 120 180 1737 
MARTINEZ -l 1050 -3 1050 -3 0 10'>0 187830 447 291 93 45 132 1009 
MORAGA -2 -2 0 -2 -2 0 -2 178320 416 28'> 125 95 126 1047 
PINOLE 100 0 0 0 0 0 lou 2463o2 810 526 178 59 178 1752 
PITTSBURG 35 0 0 0 0 0 ]') 199477 683 377 7 125 95 125 1405 
RICHMONO 100 tJ 0 0 100 0 200 I97dl6 678 441 !57 69 160 1505 
MARIN COUNTY 4 75 1300 0 1300 165 0 1940 267480 937
10 
553 !03 119 103 1816 
MILL VALLEY 400 0 0 0 150 10 8 560 360000 1063 532 89 47 20 1751 
NOVATO 0 I 00 -3 100 75 0 175 234788 490 245 75 75 75 960 
SAN ANSELMO 1 so 217 -1 217 75 550q 992 273661 868 564 106 106 liB 1762 
SAN RAfAEL 180 2SO (J 250 40 0 410 228250 756 451 154 41 269 1711 
SAUSALITO 300 140 0 140 0 0 440 445800 1308 84'i 162 84 78 2482 
TIBURON 250 225 0 22':J !50 0 625 228249 758 493 131 94 159 1635 
NAPA COUNTY 0 0 a ') 125 0 12.5 216956 726 544 190 105 lOS 1670 
NAPA 150 Q () 0 1 IO 0 250 208040 706 635H 157 75 178 1751 




-4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 
1. Fl.re inspec!-ion 4. PfciS 9/l:!ff -h'me 7. Inclu<i<:s $35 energy check 10. !ncl!.ldes insulation inspection (~87) 
2.. f'e5ideni1nl development- pcl1cy 5. Minimum 8. Pubi1C- notice : l • Includes ~ t 7G> -fOr Fire Pep{-. 
3. lnc 1r.1des f'.nergy ourcV1ar;qe fee ($zqo;) f. sft!ff -~Jme -r 37 % 1. z:oninq (-t"~); variance(~!~) 12-. Depencts on cost of consirw:tion 
-r~ble t. 
mtJ/fi--fdmily home, PtVelopmertf ~~, 1'181 ( «Mfinued) 
·~ ·t H ·~·~ .,l' .t~;l ·~ If- ·~ ' # ,II} 
.J~"' ~ (j~:<f; !<' "' ~!~ if ~ ifi' ~"' ij ·~ ~ '# ~~ ,;"~ltjti ~ ~ ~~ "'q_ ~ 1/f~~Y$ ro~(f! ~~ ~~~ ~ 
'))'\; t{jJ ~ ~ ?jo ~ #) 11' ~ f1i.' ~, ~ 
S~N M~TEO COU~TY -1 35 -1 35 200 0 235 216362 1605 482 178 178 231'1 261H 
ATHERTON -1 -1 -l -1 - -1 -I -l -1 -1 -1 -I -1 -
BELMONT 3flO 100 0 0 400 2674!:10 1296~ 554 102 66 128 2!46 
BURLINGAME l 0 0 0 25 zs• l':>O 261536 878 559 83 38 184 1742 
COLMA su 25 -3 25 25 0 lOU 216361 1605 482 178 178 238 2681 
O.ALY CITY 1 00 0 0 0 100 0 ll\lO 213984 718 359 78 38 193 1386 
FOSTER CITY 200?> 1oo"' -3 1oo!'> 100 0 4oo'3 254766 1026 77TJ . 98 38 119 2051 
P.ACIFICA 100 -1 100 100 350 0 ':><:>I) 235085 773 387 95 38 118 1411 
PORTOLA VIILLE.Y -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -l -1 
RE.owooo·cx n 100 0 50 50 100 0 2~0 191757 1081 47tf H5 63 201 1960 
SAN BRUNO 100 25 0 25 75 0 200 237760 778 506 95 24 149 1552 
SAN MATEO 65 -3 61 300 1404 566 235085 848 551 124 115 178 Hll6 
§~uf~~AN FRANCISCO 95 25 6 30 95 .. 2<+5 235085 684 ·~-- -95 21 Il9 1363 
~··,~--· 
SANT~·CLARA COUNTY 1150 800 -l 800 350 2646 2564 297200 1059 .675 197 68 111 2170 
...,. CAMPBELL 350 0 0 0 0 0 350 297200 1440 480 97 54 55 2126 
CUPERTINO 2S 0 0 0 25 0 50 244000 793 -'515 174 45 338 1866 
GILROY -l 75 -3 75 -1 28sw 3t>U 190208 659 428 180 98 122 1485 
LOS ALTOS -l 75 -1 75 0 0 75 191991 425 271:> 79 24 90 894 
LOS GATOS 350 0 0 0 2d0 167 646 209d00 708 460 183 66 147 1564 
MORGAN HILL 250 0 250 250 120 0 620 216361 723 470 181 105 119 1597 
MOUNTAIN VIEW lSU 150 -3 !50 25 0 32~ 229319 482 241 84 0 108 915 
PALO ALTO 280 400 -3 400 75 0 755 267480 851 553 133 84 123 1744 
SAN JOSE -1 -3 6:10 b30 2':10 loo5 1020 208040 703 738 222 -l 440 2103 
SANTA CLARA 4SO 150 0 150 0 0 600 2101~0 710 462 185 66 129 1549 
SARATOGA 30\J :.JOO 0 300 50 0 650 267480 852 554 178 77 149 1810 
SUNNYVALE 250 0 16 1~5 t>5 0 440 19793':> 665 332 131 47 210 1385 
SOLANO COUNTY -1 -1 ll 0 !50 0 - 150 267480 836 491 72 -3 62 1460 
DIXON 0 40 125 165 0 0 165 216362 461 231 149 89 149 1080 
FAIRFIELD 300 140 () 140 125 255 590 208040 885 443 130 70 130 1658 
RIO VISTA 2U 0 0 f) 1000 0 1020 228250 754 490 175 105 264 1802 
SU!SUr--t CITY 250 200 -3 200 100 0 550 235085 773 503 179 105 146 1706 
VACA.VILLE 300 0 () 0 7'c> r, )75 21391:14 718 35'1 160 160 140 1537 
VALLEJ<J -l 600 -3 600 100 0 700 228249 756 491 !55 95 I 01 !597 
SONOMA COUNTY l59 40 0 4C 1 n r, 2.258 594 ?.28249 756 491 -4 -4 -LJ. 1247 
PETALU~>'A 150 125 -3 !CS 1 00 195'1 570 177226 h26 17'1 182. 210 285 l't64 
ROHNf:RT PARK 1 0 0 100 12S C2S so (/ 375 208040 705 459 92 70 77 140J 
SANTA ROSA s~ 2SO 0 250 50 u 350 278774 473 236 -3 -3 -3 709 
SONOMA zs 50 0 sn 1 0 0 8S 213984 932 10 467 195 135 165 1894 
1. Pr<~iect <:<ssessmenr ,1nd h~ndict~pped (1>213) it>. Resic!entia I develq:>rnen+ aprkahon q, Re5iclential control sys{em 
2, lnd~Ades ~ 10r e'tji11eerin9 ($61); 3. F!l6 smtf n'rne 7. f'eqlle5t -fi:>r IXLUPIAYlcy pt:rl'llit 10. lnclv.dee. cctl'lracfor~ i1cen!>e fux oF ~Zitf 
r.~>J;;e tn;;ultthon ( $ "'6); PtA5inens 4, PI«¥< pnxeosin3 ff'£ 8. ~ealtn De'ff.1 wa~r <A~ncy fee-;, ttcer>se va!uaficn ($4>6) : miCr'rf'mt~,CJ ($43:: S. Fire imspection 
T$/e 2.. 
oe.velopmeMf•, MUHi-fimify horMe1 rq~l (Ultl-hnue4)-
~· I!! ~'# ~ ~ ~ ~ ? ~ l· 
~#J ~~ Q,ll'i/ ~ 1/ ~l~ ~.It~ 
~ "'" tMl ~ 1!3 ~ ~ ~ ~It] ~~-
AlAMEDA COuNTY 0 0 0 0 0 195 II 664o0 6835 8473 -----
AlAMEDA 0 0 6300 0 6300 0 410., 2143 2588 11258 
ALBANY 0 0 0 0 0 0 6dU 2!<t3 2822 4699 
BERKELEY 0 0 0 0 0 60 10 21U 22U -1!796· -
FREMONT 560U 1620 3703 0 10923 0 65tu 5904 12479 25669 
HAYWARD 450 0 2100 0 2550 40 9eu 5470 6490 11387 
liVERMORE 4522 3990 4550 3101 1 16163 1673 9l2ii 7205 17998. -:365'78 -
OAKLAND 0 0 0 uoo:Z. noo 0 1110 2143 2243 5192 
PLEASANTON 9814 0 1375 0 ll Hl9 260 I03t'., 8650 19235 32070 
--sA lir-e£ ANURO 0 0 -u ··-o ·o o-· I rn;:· zr103· -n~-,r7sa---
UNION CITY 4410 3180 0 252' 8442 0 65311 5510 120854 23890 
--------
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 2100 l464o 0 0 3564o 0 701U 2l4o3 9153 14544 
ANTIOCH II 0 0 350 ~ 350 2720 8160 60HJ r~--!8695 
BRENTWOOD 395 600 0 0 995 335 1100 2395 3830 6342 
CLAYTON -2 0 525 0 525 -3 6201 5727 11928 l4761t 
CONCORD 0 0 0 ezo6 820 0 JJ;jiJ 57Z7 91IS 1T561l 
El CERRITO 0 0 1278 0 1278 3 s .. u 2143 2106 6159 
<.11 HERCULES ll 0 0 J5oo• 3500 0 iOSuu 674o3 17243 22680 
MARTINEZ S719 0 0 0 5719 0 1010 5727 12737 20515 
MORAGA 7700 0 0 0 7100 0 701U 2143 9153 17900 
PINOLE 490u 0 0 0 4900 0 40;-:, 6743 10768 17520 
P ITTSAURG -I 0 0 et' 81 ' 0 17'>u 368 2118 3639 
HICHMONO ll 0 (J 0 0 0 l'wU 674o3 6933 8638 
MARIN COUNTY 0 0 0 0 0 0 1400 7045 844'5 12201 
MILL VALLEY 0 0 0 l72S7 172'5 0 3300 7045 10345 14381 
NOVA. TO u 0 1 710 0 1710 10 4.900 6760 11670 14515 
SAN ANSELMV >.1 0 u 0 0 0 7SO 704o5 779'5 1 054o'i 
SAN RAfAEL 0 0 1403 0 140) 0 2100 9393 11493 15077 
SAUSALITO 0 0 JOO 0 JOO -1 5600 704o5 1264o5 15867 
TIBURON )'>00 0 0 2474. S<H<t 621 .. ,,8 7045 11831 20067 
NAPA COUNTY 0 v 0 0 0 0 2050 76RO 9612 1160 I 
NAPA l l '5 J SO!• (J 1ns" 282'> (I 962 2 .. 7';; )437 H263 
5AN FRIINC!SCO -4 -4 -.. -.. -4 -4 -4 -.. -4 _., 
!. In lieu lOW' ina'me ~ng fee 4. lnc.lt.utQ> f45 in~n fee 7. Plan deYe!opmenl- ftiX 
2.. ~rwm mx 5. ~develop~ ~ (~410); e. -ribui'I:'Ft tJvd. fi'Vlpwve~V~~t ~ 
3. Th:lff1<:;. 6t<Jna I fee oa.t~pa~ y mx ( f4to) ,. u~ illx 
~. community develq>merrf-~ 
\tlb(t 2.. Vtve/Dpmerrf ~1 tn1AIIi·lillfi11v.me,, I tfll ( C&Y~finued ) w . ~ ~~ sf b./jf 1l' . t i~ 
<t l.lll/l/1~1 Ill/ il i? ~ 
~ ~ ~q,~~ f}~ ~'b~tJ 
S~N MATEO COUNTY 0 0 0 0 0 0 2s-.s 0 2595 5511 
ATHERTON -l -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 ·1 
13ELM0NT 1750 0 0 100
1 1850 1200 7000 6350 14550 18940 
BliRUNGAME 0 0 0 0 0 15 1'3 1440 1470 3362 
CCLMA 0 0 0 0 0 0 4400 0 4400 7181 
DALY CITY 0 0 0 0 0 100 44011 794 5294 7780 
FOSTER tiTY -2 0 0 0 -2 --0 "350ii JTl5" --7235 9586 
P~CiflCA 2800 0 0 llOOz. 3900 0 551'3 7506 13081 18942 
PORTOLA 1/ALLE.Y -1 -l -1 -1 -1 -1 -· -1 -1 -l REDwMIJ CITY -o (j 0 ·a---~ ---o --n" --19lr0' 2579 -4789 
SAN BRUNO 0 0 7000 0 7000 0 0 450 450 9202 
SAN MATEO 0 0 0 705
3 705 0 1620 0 1620 4707 
SOUTH s·AN FRANCISCO :lloo (j o· 6'- ~-- 0. -:JSOJ ---lf JSOT 8311 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 0 0 0 0 ----o ·o ttl 0 68 4802 
CAMPBELL 0 0 0 0 0 393 7i!5 0 1118 3594 
CUPEKTINO 0 0 0 0 0 581) 8tfu -7»35 2015 3931 
GILROY 51:'65 !l771 0 0 14636 238 260U 428 3326 19807 
LOS ALTO~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 665 0 665 1634 
0"1 LO~ GATOS II 0 594 1tlS3
4 2447 1750 725 0 2475 7132 
MORGAN HILL 4200 !o82 0 0 7882 1671 5200 StHO 12681 22780 
MOUN TA IN II I E II 0 0 578 0 578 1182 1872 3950 7003 8821 
PALO ALTO 0 () 0 0 0 0 560 1495 2055 4554 
SAN JOSE 459J 380tl t9J 99405 14441 at~t 190t: 719 3511 21081 
SANTA CLARA I<'S 0 u 0 125 419 892 550 1861 4135 
SARATOGA S60U 0 l24A 0 6848 571 725 0 1296 10604 
SUNNY I/ ALE. 0 0 0 0 0 380 1'584 18 71 3835 5660 
SOLANO COUNTY 0 0 u 0 0 -3 -3 -3 -3 1610 
OIXON 6 ·ro!> 3000 0 3~082. 13513 1505 13SO 0 2885 17643 
FA!RFitLU ';tjQ\) 1540 TAO':> J1Jt
2 1'1371 0 68Qo 8705 1559<; 36214 
R!U II!STA 647 0 )<t':lb 0 4)4) 0 7080 9260 16341 23506 
SUISUN CITY 4J?u 11.;:>0 0 '>aos• 1 l74S 0 6878 5212 12090 26091 
VACAV!LU '0080 1200 0 3045z. '<J<:'S 85 6230 11645 14'160 261'11 
\14Llf JO 3 f<ifl 2401) :1794 3794" j)/ .. 6 521 6405 ':>364 12JOI 2tl344 
SONOMA CCUNTY 0 0 0 0 : 1140 12SB5 13725 15S2.1· 
PETALUMA 6?37 n 0 "901) 
7 l l l 37 0 4200 68':> 41'AS 18076 
RQHN(J.<T PAP' 1CZ~· l l uo 0 •) .. )20 !51 JVIO 1411:> .. <;77 10675 
SAN1A f.lCSh :; 760 0 600t-
8 ()766 0 11 so 4130 ~2"10 13105 
':>ONOMA r, (l 2300 497o"' 7?70 L 3938 5865 ':lAO! 
19050 
1. 0rO':t"h !11CJ"age!11ent 4. undex_ground <A!ildy ~ 1. -::ornm~ni'Y deve:'l'rnert fee 
2.. 01piml 1mpr:>vemen~ 5. COI'I:;tT'>..IC.tior'l ffil( 8. P!Abiic.. aevei~e'* ;mprovemen+ f~ 
3 Pt:lri<. ::1nl1 recrecmon fee \0 · (XC C~(l<lr\(..y fa/ q. ":sea' impa( .. ree 
r1/-)' 8 J / ~ (c/ .. ~ 
PeVeioprnent .fee~, re?/zlur~~f; ;qe 1 . , . } . ·,(fr.\ . ~ 
;:; . ~\ \ ,\J , ,y_ V]'fi :§~' :j:'1Vj;~ ;X 1 \fl~ \ ~~,\0) ~~t~o\· .,hl"·;X ~- ~\l\~~ (tr}fl ·< ~\0}~ 1 ; ~ \j,.;.;p~ ,~~tQ JJ il"~l~ ~v':: 1-'~ ~.t}z' ~~~ \~~ · ~·,o-::~(f- 1 J~~1~t~ ~d~r~;L0 ~l~*~ l(j~~Q,\~ ~\~~\q; q~'}~1}.~' ~\~j.!\\1 v) ~~~($'1 ~~.,~~\"; 
~ . ~-" . <J> ~ <;· tJ>"' ,g. ~Q} ~ ~ t3> q ~ tl> i \1 u'\ v ~ ..t- "\o A.' ·h~~,~ 
ALAMEDA COUNTY 20 -2 !40 140 12 0 u () 172 89440 826 -3 -3 -3 -3 826 
ALAMEDA oo' o' 0 Joo' Joo' 100 1 50 0 1050' !04000 593 )81 -4 -4 1007 
ALBANY l 0 u -1 -2 - 0 -J 0 10() 108160 456 296 73 15 73 912 
BEHKELEY 100 0 0 !75 -l -J 542. lOG 107536 1448 941 lJJ 58 143 2720 
FREMONT 300 0 400 400 225 200 ;,() 0 ll 105997 296 252 62 20 62 692 
HAYWARD zoo' -l -3 -2 -3 -3 50 0 ll 0864 460 299 165 38 I !093 
LivERMORE 50 0 00 300 !50 50 () 0 550 97000 436 283 82 16 906 
OAKLAND 0 0 0 125 60 10 0 505 101920 41'7 250 104 2~ 60 860 
PLEASANTON 1 0 0 0 25 0 () 225 67()00 341 217 42 19 64 683 
SAN' LEANDRO - -I -1 -z3 •z .OJ () -..z-~1!0762 4!9 297 61 20 62 ~~-r-~ 
UNION CIT 600 0 300 30() 200 200 21) 0 1300 104000 586 380 102 14 81 1164 
'- -~---~- ------ ~----- -
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY -1 -1 700 700 100 75 25 0 900 87360 273 177 35 H 534 
ANTIOCH 95 0 0 0 8U so IO 0 235 96252 358 233 20 19 25 65'5' ~ 
BRENTWOOD 200 275 -3 275 125 100 20 0 720 87360 273 177 35 ll 38 534 
CLAYTON 300 -1 304 304 200 225 1 15 0 1044 1 87360 341 222 43 14 48 668 
CONCORD 175 200 0 200 ··o-. 125 -u- 0 SUll 95252 436 276 54 12 42 <na ~ 
EL CERRITO 120 25 -I 25 135 75 10 0 365 99840 433 281 74 22 75q 885 
HERCULES 200 -2 -2 100 -1 0 0 300 1 101920 438 285 84 42 -2 849rt. 
MARTINEZ 150 -25 -25 30 -3 0 0 zoo" 58864 233 151 41 18 36 479 
MORAGA -2 -2 0 -2 -2 -2 15 0 15 1 87360 273 177 35 11 38 534 
..._, PINOLE 100 0 0 0 100 0 0 -3 200 101920 438 284 89 16 13 479 
PITTSBURG 35 0 0 0 50 0 54 0 139 99445 433 316
7 48 l3 47 901 
RICHMOND lOU 0 0 0 150 100 0 0 350 69222 343 223 17 12 39 694 
MARIN COUNTY 475 725 0 725 475 165 -3 0 1840 110448 458 298 37 l3 37 842 
MILL VALLEY 400 0 0 0 400 150 0 1 o8 960 120000 414 269 27 9 0 744 
NOVATO 50 100 -J 100 75 75 15 0 315 110864 304 197 -2q -2q -2"~ 501 10 
SAN ANSELMO 150 !37 -1 137 !50 75 60 0 572 95763 421 274 80 18 46 839 
SAN RAFAEL lHO 250 0 250 145 40 40 0 655 72000 349 227 68 23 43 710 
S~USAL!TO 300 S6 0 56 100 0 0 0 456 156000 573 372 66 16 30 1057 
TIBURON 250 225 0 225 150 100 100 0 875 116688 307 42 18 25 865 621 
NAPA COUNTY 'tSO 0 0 (1 250 125 0 0 825 106080 450 338 -2q -2q -2q 788 10 
N>\PA 150 0 (1 0 0 100 0 0 250 56160 304 274 -29 16 -2q 594(J 
SAN FRANCISCO 350 -1 -25 -2'5 -l -25 15 0 305
1
B -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 
r. f'-' us 6/-aff firr:t~ ':'. ::>1sed on ccsf- of ccns-fr,cfli--n q, Bnsed on perce>11f cf con+rac!-
2., n're ;nE:pec-!-ior, 6. P!•.1s design and site plcm re.1ie0; -fues !D. PJws piV~mbing, mechanical and electnea: permits 
3. Sf<1ff h'me p!~s 37 ~-~ ~-. :nduc;es $30 ene-rgy calcL! '"1!•on 11. P\~5 pi•.Arnb;ng Clnd e/ectric.a/ pernif:, 
+ : r.c :llc/es Energy Sur.:har9e B. F'H~ 1 '~ .. ~O:ice 12. o;:;s e!eol:n'w: per'!;;,_ 
fre oi $- 1 G:4> \3. Pie~5 si-1': p/ar. .revie~t.·, varto.nce "lm r"Aa·he c;\ec:.1rarion 
' ' 
IC\bl~ ?. 
vevefopm€.11-t" feeh, r.e~tArant, f«10l (mwhiwect ) 
" ·,at~ ~~ /f.~r#J . "tt "»~Q; ~~Q'f0 ·x ~"~ .. ~~ . ~\t-~fJ\' .~~~ (J:- ~t~ \J\~\~ ·,~ - J.A 
1}~\~ li"-'11 i~'0"'' vf~?' -\!}\(). ~~lffd-i' '$rf!<:~\\ ~~) ~~~~~~ rj~~~r} qj~'/}f ~?;..~ ~~~{tt ~t~0,"'' ~&~~ \~}~? 
~\0 ~" 4Jb tJ' fJJ ~,g\ ~ .a>- .. ··~ .. ~- ~ w'\ c/J ~ '\0 ~'Q~~-












SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO 

























1. Pre>ject ::~ssessmenr 





































3. in.clcJdes fee!> ii:>r engine,;ni,g ( ~23); 










































































100 o·· . 
25 
300 200 -1 0 535 59488 291 
-1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 
300 0 -1 0 700 83200 5243 
75 25 zs 25 1 22S 114858 sn4 
0 25 0 0 100 59488 291 
100 0 0 1400 95680 421 
1oo 1oo o ~65o~ Htw9o 594 
3506 33 0 633 107536 453 
75 ooS o 7756 66560 219 
··~Ioo~·· ~o~·-44:r··753~-~ ·-..,sy 
25 150 75 25 0~ 375 62400 322 























































































































































260 I 02232 























































































































































































































4. hcludes sign perm if- fee ( f54 
5, p;~.,~s wnsu!ran+S time 
0. Pian vrocessing 
8. Request fo>r occupaYicy permit 
q ' !X\5ex:l en percent of ccrrfTtx r 
10. ~us electriati permit-
11. Pitt'? p!(,{mbt'ng
1 
mechaniC£!! 1\ clednca/ penYlif5 
12 .• ~Hfl r:eyf-, 1 water Agency 
7. f,'re inspecfiNI 
Ttlble 5. 
wvelopme;ntfeel>, ~uratlt, 1'181 (ccnhnued) 
. {\ 't.\ {b qp~ #! ~ ~'-! ~rp'fj\ #' i ·y~- ~· 0 t 
:V~+ &g/' ~~'I' ~~iY'' ~~& ~~(1(\q!Jx ~~~~~-"~ -<1~~ 
"'~ 1fj 1Jc ~ 11 -1\ -111 ~ 
ALAMEDA COUNTY 0 0 0 }54 0 4l~u 4304 5302 
ALAMEDA 0 0 0 0 225 l5'1J 1818 3875 
ALBANY 0 0 0 0 315 15'1] 1908 2920 
BERKELEY 0 0 0 60 10 1593 1663 4483 
FREMONT 0 0 0 0 408 4141 4549 6416 
HAYWARD 0 0 0 40 180 34JU 3650 4993 
LIVERMORE 0 0 0 490 3600 ii:J98 84:38 
~894 ___ 
OAKLAND 0 0 0 0 100 15'1J 1693 3058 
PLEASANTON 0 0 0 154 5054 545U 10658 11566 
SAN CEANDRO 0 u- ·-u· ---u-- 780 - 159:1'~- --z:rr3-- ~232-
UNION CITY 0 283
1 
283 0 2083 43tu 6403 9150 
-·--· -- ~-- ---
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 0 0 0 0 4000 l5'1J 5593 7027 
ANTIOCH 0 8732. 873 0 0 2047 4145 5908 
BRENTWOOD 0 0 0 1400 2420 lOOU 4820 6074 
CLAYTON 0 0 0 -3 2948 47111 7649 9361 
CONCORD 0 (J (J 0 1978 470f 6579 7997-
1..0 E:.L CERRITO 0 4993 499 3 192 l5'1J 1788 3537 
HERCULES 0 0 0 0 1500 44b!l 59o8 7117 
MARTINEZ 0 0 0 0 4000 46'11 8691 9370 
MORAGA 0 0 0 0 4000 15"'J 5593 6142 
PINOLE 0 0 0 0 4000 46.,1 8691 9370 
PITTSBURG 0 43 1 43 0 2031 446B 6498 7581 
RICHMOND 0 0 0 0 !50 44"~ 4618 5662 
MARIN COUNTY 0 0 0 0 320 l2U'< 1524 4206 
MILL VALLEY 0 0 0 0 600 1204 1804 3508 
NOVATO 0 0 0 0 700 47i!S 5425 6241 
SAN ANSELMO 0 0 0 0 200 1204 1404 2815 
SAN RAFAEL 0 25o4 250 0 900 8272 9172 10787 
SA US ALI TO 0 0 0 -1 800 1204 2004 3517 
TIBURON )05 21725 2277 621 2312 1204 4137 7910 
NAPA COUNTY 0 0 0 0 560 4800 5360 6973 
NAPA 0 2080i> 2080 0 96Z 2060 3022 5946 
SAN fRANCISCO -4 -I, -4 -'t -4 -'t -4 -'; 
t. Troff;c s19Mi fee 3. Constntc+ion tt~x 5. Tibtlron Blvd. Improvement Ft.~nc:i 
z. na!fic 6ljnn: .C'EI"' (fF3z); 4. 
F'ark. fee ($41} 




t>eveltpme£1t feetJ, rel7/aura~r; tqeJ ( ~AMwzd) 
:, h i~'"'~' ' :il ' '(\ ' f-It] l· 












SO\Jnt SAN FRANCISCO 

























I. Growth management 
t.. CApi!tll imprrvement-
.y; 9!. ~ ~ .$> \ftJ IY u; ~o ' fi.Q ~ ~Q ~. t-~ , ~ \ t 
,).~-~- If~)' -\~~· ~oX'iJrjJ~~Q}J cj;1;'(\"QjJ ~l'i~f-f.Q) ~~'t."'i}j ~ob.QJ"'~~~ 




















































































































3, t.!n::teref1'J"~ncl uTi li>y tm< 
































































































































































































7 Pari< fee 
8. A;l>!rC. ~velopment ,·mp'1:Nement fee 
_.1H1< ·t· . . ~~/~ ~ 
' \ c..,~ n't1f ?hop I 9 ~I . ~ . 1 . ~~, "~~ ~,~~ \ ~,~~ vevefoornetrf ;~ I p . 1i' i.1 VI.· y:, 'N.i.Jt(I,.Y;.I.,'\'. -~~ ,\t_. ~'ttCj ... ~~l Jtt J~~~~ ,~;v "~'"' ,f' !_~l!''fl.fl 
r ,, , .'·.;:,. ''\&' . ''"' ~:~.•.,:• .",' ~ ,,, ,. ,. , , ' . ""· "''J ~ · ~'\· ... ,-.'. -,~ '\r" ,:~1 tr: _,_':';_'· & ;f-:.q; 1" ·x ~ 1\ ~ :~ '" A R.O Q. \ '-'" "" 





































































2. :nc:ttdes ,P::B:?. ener9v 5tl~h,<rt~e 
3. PMsed on rest cf consfrctc'flcn 




































































































































































&. includes ~35 enemy :oklnchec.i<. 


































































150 1 62400 





















































































































































































































'f. f'fus plt~mbing, mechanical tj elecyicol ~>ermits !3. Plus Eite pl<:m review an4 
ne9c.dive clecla ra fl'0n 
10. lnc!udes ~ !33 £r Fire rx:...-.+, 
11. Plus pturY.bt'ng 1nd e'f'£7:(~! oerm i.ls 
: z. fire ·: n spec-fir n 
·r1ht.~_ 4 
~10pmenr m~, print" E>h'f:) l'f81 (a;nhnMeL!; . . " . ~ 
N'· j;~if ;y'~~;; #~l .,~$~' ;;~iM~~ ~~lf ~~<> ~v ~~~x ~~$x ~P~~it~ 
qp \ ro\. rlf 0~ qJ<. r# qJo ro" flfb rtP 0(1 O..' , ~1.- ~~ ole 
SAN MATEO COUNTY -1 35 -1 35 200 -1 0 235 114400 560 392 56 56 56 1120 
ATHERTON -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 
-1 
t3ELMONT 300 100 0 100 0 -1 0 400 100000 589 ?> 281 31 15 
150 1066 
BURLINGAME 100 -1 -1 -T 25 25 25
1 175 84000 4014 250 39 14 135 a39 
COLMA 50 25 -3 25 25 0 0 100 114400 560 392 
56 56 56 1120 
DALY CITY 1000 0 0 0 100 0 0 1100 83600 385 250 24 
18 193 871 
fOSTER ClTY 2ooz. 1002- -3 100 . 100 25' () 4·2sz. 96960 '530 398 22 8 48 1006 
PACifiCA 100 -1 100 100 350 100 0 650 78000 367 184 35 18 
203 807 
PORTOLA \/ALLEY -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 
-1 -1 
REO-WOOOC:1 TV 106 
-
0 --so --so·- - roo -n- - 0 -zn- -91BM '861 266 :;9 21 149 13SS 
SAN BRUNO 100 25 0 25 75 25 0 271 120000 483 363 28 15 
35 924 
SAN MATEO 65 -3 74 139 300 0 250
10 689 66760 367 263 28 16 132 807 
stH.fTH--ffi FJ:<ANC I SCO 95 75 0 -15'-- -Jlr -zs- o- ·-z2-s ·aoJoo 376 244 23 7 83 
(33'--
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 1150 BOO -1 eoo· 350 -1 lo7" 2407 78000 438 279 51 34 71 873 
CAMPBELL 350 0 0 0 0 35 0 385 78000 505 195 35 10 
78 823 
CUPERTINO 25 0 0 0 25 0 ·a ">O 80000 373 242 46 7 
136 804 
GILROY -1 75 -3 75 0 15 0 240 80000 373 242 
54 15 113 797 
LOS ALTOS 150 75 -1 75 0 15 0 240 85200 259 169 118 
13 72 630 
~) 
LOS GATOS 0 70 0 10 280 10 16" 326 120000 483 314 59 16 
142 1013 
['0 MORGAN HILL 250 0 250 250 120 0 0 620 80800 376 
244 74 16 157 867 
MOUNTAIN \/lEw 150 150 -3 150 25 50 0 375 78440 245 159 26 
14 240 684 
PALO ALTO 325 400 -3 400 75 40 0 840 124000 493 320 
59 25 98 995 
SAN JOSE -1 -3 630 630 290 -3 6os 980 80800 376 395 
77 47 420 1315 
SANTA CLARA 45U 150 0 150 0 5 0 605 78000 367 23" 
59 22 100 786 
SARATOGA -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -! -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 
-1 -1 -1 
SUNNY II ALE 250 0 125 125 65 25 0 465 132000 654 
327 31 13 116 1141 
SOLANO CGUNTY 0 -1 -1 -1 150 0 0 150 73200 435 230 
25 -3 -2 690 
DIXON 0 40 125 165 0 10 59
5 234 74000 235 153 30 25 45 488 
FAIRFIELD 300 280 0 280 125 35 44:; 784 81120 376 338 
so 40 70 874 
RIO II!STA 20 0 0 0 1000 0 0 1020 85200 391 
254 48 24 93 809 
SUI SUN CITY 250 200 -3 200 100 0 0 550 87760 397 258 
53 22 1581 888 
VACAVILLE 300 0 (I 0 75 30 0 405 82000 379 246 
-2, -27 -2 625 8 
VALLEJO -1 6QD -3 600 100 0 0 100 85200 391 
254 -2 7 -21 -2 7 6458 
SONOMA COUI1TY 175 40 0 40 100 0 Z2Sq 540 73200 sss 231 -4 -4 -4 586 
PETALUMA 150 125 -3 125 100 10 0 385 68000 322 209 39 
26 58 654 
ROHNERT PAR!< l 00 100 125 225 50 0 0 375 84480 388 252 31 11 
27 709 
SANTA ROSA 150 150 0 150 50 25 0 375 92000 311 156 
-3 -3 -3 467 
SONOMA 25 55 0 55 10 l 0 0 100 74160 352 229 22 
75 135 813 
,_ Prciec'- a: ~men:'- rY11croti"lrnin9 (tz;:..: trnci ru1ndicap (!j; ICS ;. 0. Reqt-test -fior O(.cu.mncy permit 'l- Health Depl-.1 W.:ter Clgency 
f':'cY-> :3·1n+::..- tt'n1e 4. lnc.'odeG si:Jn ~it- ree ('if rt; 7. atseci on percent e>f corrtmct to. Plan prue:751Yy ree 
..... :tv!~"c1t"'0 et1~;nt""RfiriJ tnsfk:r·n·r~n ($~); ?. Fire. \n5pecticn 
8. Pkl5 pi'Ambin9, met:hanical ana cicdrlcq/ permik> 
1abfe 4. 
-vevelopmettr {ee6, prinr 611op, 1'161 ( ctttftlwe4) 
M . , (f- ~ -~1tl 0 J #-' {1: ~ "{\ { ~\t0r;:;'fl ~ 1!\'(tl ~~~ ~~~ "-~af/! ~~*~~{\\' ~~~ -\~~~"~ -<:<1~{~ofJ 
ri? ~ ~'\ ~tb of\ ~<P \o\ \cfV 
ALAMEDA COUNTY 0 0 0 156 0 4150 430t> 5880 
ALAMEDA 0 0 0 0 110 1593 1703 3!l07 
ALBANY 0 0 0 0 150 1593 1743 2691 
BERKELEY 0 0 0 60 10 1593 1663 3481 
FREMONT 0 0 0 0 576 4856 5432 7024 
HAYWARD (I 0 0 40 550 3430 39/:lU 4987 
LIVERMORE 0 0 0 494 1440 li530 6464 7726 
OAKLAND 0 0 0 0 100 1593 1693 2824 
PLEASANTON 0 0 0 156 1900 5450 75Ut> 8436 
SAN LEANDRO 0 0 u (J 2~--1593 1880 2TJ6 
UNION CITY 0 286 1 286 0 576 4320 4896 7445 
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 0 0 0 0 1150 1592 2741! 4200 
ANTIOCH 0 16802. 1680 0 14'ilr 2548 3995 6481 
BRENTWOOD 0 0 0 1412 2495 1000 4901 6160 
CLAYTON 0 0 0 -3 2400 4701 7101 8864 
CONCORD 0 0 0 0 lllfCT- 4701 58110 7046 
N 
EL CERRITO u 5123 512 3 80 1593 1676 3325 
w HERCULES 0 0 0 0 1500 4468 5968 6994 
MARTINEZ 0 0 0 0 II 50 4701 5851 6513 
MORAGA 0 0 0 0 1150 1593 2743 3416 
PINOLE 0 0 0 0 700 4468 5161! 6048 
PITTSBURG 0 39
1 39 0 900 251 1151 2056 
RICHMOND 0 0 0 0 150 4468 4618 5882 
MARIN COUNTY 0 0 0 0 200 2521 2721 4859 
MILL VALLEY 0 0 0 0 600 2521 3121 4837 
NOVATO 0 () 0 10 0 472S 5435 6086 
SAN ANSELMO 0 0 0 0 200 2521 272.1 4630 
SAN RAFAEL 0 480 4 480 0 540 8568 9108 10874 
SAUSALITO 0 0 0 -1 800 2521 J3Zl 4955 
TI8URON -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 
NAPA COUNTY 0 0 (J 560 4800 5360 0 1196 
NAPA 0 !6
5 16 0 9b2 2060 3022 4316 
SAN FRANCISCO -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 
1. Trc.Jff1c signa I fee 4. Development tax 
2.. Park fee ( 4>1:0) and tmfftc signal fee ( $ IG.a:J) 5. Dcise mx 
3. Ct>YlStnAction mx 
1 1~ - 1 i ~ -- ~t_... .;... ~ 
-peve\opment ~I print- ~?hop, l'f61 ( WV1fiv1Ued ) 
~ 
·~('. \ ·.p ·-:...tAt' , .. 
r-· ~ ~ 1>-~fj\ < ~\\ ~ tl ~ .$:' ~f· \ ft.()~ ,. #~ t> \ ~ ~ ~~ v 1:: Q,U' ;p .,c ~~ n #,.;_;. 'I}; x~ -\~~~0 ffi~~ lftti<~ ~ :J.;f.i' ~ <jlf.~ I. 'i ~.,V 
ofJ · ~l9 ~ o(IJ ~ ,f!J ,o' ,o'V 
SAN MATEO COUNTY 0 0 0 0 1738 0 11J(; 3093 
ATHERTON -l -1 -l -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 
t:lELMONT 34 1 oo' 134 697 180 4330 5407 7007 
BURLINGAME 0 0 0 15 15 1290 1320 2334 
COLMA 0 0 0 0 1300 0 1300 2520 
DALY CITY 0 0 0 0 1300 529 182'1 3800 
FOSTER CITY 0 0 0 (j 1200 1204 2'+0'+ 31DS 
PACIFICA (j 780:z. 780 0 1800 17930 197Jo 21967 
PORTOLA VALLEY -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -I -1 
REDWOOD CITY 0 0 0 0 418 1700 2118 3744 
SAN BRUNO 0 0 0 0 0 350 350 1545 
SAN MATEO 0 0 0 0 360 0 360 1856 
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO -2 0 -2 0 1003 ·o roin r961-. 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 0 0 0 0 68 0 68 3348 
CAMPBELL 0 0 0 322 438 0 760 1968 
N 
CUPERTINO 0 0 0 436 0 1505 1941 2795 
""" 
GILROY 0 0 0 180 550 348 1078 2115 
LOS ALTOS 0 0 0 0 95 0 95 965 
LOS GATOS 320 1688
3 2088 323 438 0 761 4188 
MORGAN HILL 68 0 6b 861 2100 1485 4446 6001 
MOUNTAIN V!E.W 0 3204 320 891 2304 412S 7318 8697 
PALO ALTO 0 0 0 0 560 1551 2111 3946 
SAN JOSE 0 1128
4 1128 405 528 840 1773 5196 
SANTA CLARA 0 0 0 316 292 450 lOSS 2449 
SARATOGA -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -I -1 
SUNNYVALt. 10 0 I 0 550 1500 625 2675 4291 
SOLANO COUNTY 0 0 0 -3 -3 -3 -3 840 
DIXON c 1184t 1184 0 690 0 690 2596 
FAIRFIELD 3920 11842. 5104 0 2750 144 70 17220 23982 
RIO VI<;TA 1720 () 1720 0 1618 4160 5778 9327 
SUISUN CITY 2734 0 2734 0 2750 3541 6291 10463 
VACAV)LLE 0 0 0 64 1450 9650 11164 12194 
VALLEJO 542 542
5 1084 526 915 3399 4840 7269 
SONOMA COUNTY 0 0 0 0 1401 8085 9486 10612 
f'ETALUMA 0 538"' 538 0 600 545 1145 2722 
ROHNERT PAR!< 0 soo 7 BOO 113 300 1062 )475 3359 
SANTA ROSA a 151 B 151 0 820 2850 3670 't663 
SONOMA 73 56C
2 633 (I 781 ?065 2846 4392 
--
I. (~,.,-v;•l-: rr:'\W1Clfl"r.<:nf· 3. urder:9rcund 'J4i!ifv t~x '5. Flnd~Je ~ Bee:! re>Om fax 
·z~. t·(\pt~; :rY.r:m:;P~f'>}1~ 
7. 
4. Com>fruct1~11 4:!x 0. eomi'I1Ltni'fy cievetcpmeV'It 8. Pub!rc deve'.:pmenr imProvemen+- -Cee 
B. ENGINEERING FEES 
Two main engineering fees, encroachment and public works inspection, 
have been combined in t 1981 survey in this new engineering section. 
The single-famil section also includes grading fees and the 
multi-family section so includes trench pavement restoration fees. 
Table 5 displays the engineering fees charged by the responding 
jurisdictions each of the four buildings in 1981. The code (0 to 
-4) is the same used the display tables in the preceding section. 
Encroachment Permit Fees 
Encroachment fees are charged when utility construction extends into a 
public right-of-way. This fee was removed from the single-family 
section of the 1981 questionnaire (it was asked in 1979) because very 
few jurisdictions impose an encroachment fee on large subdivisions. 
In 1981, four ju sdictions specified an encroachment fee in addition to 
the grading and public works inspection fees imposed on a single-family 
subdivision, as shown in Table 5. 
Sixty percent of the responding jurisdictions charge an encroachment fee 
for a multi-family development. Most charge a flat fee, although in 
1981 six local governments began charging an hourly, or percentage, fee 
in addition to or instead of a flat fee. Of the jurisdictions which 
answered the survey in both 1979 and 1981, seven had added an 
encroachment fee by 1981. 
Approximately half of the respondents charge an encroachment fee for the 
restaurant. Of the jurisdictions which answered the survey in 1979 and 
1981, six jurisdictions charge an hourly or percentage cost fee rather 
than a flat fee. 
About half of the responding jurisdictions charge an encroachment fee 
for the print shop. Of the jurisdictions answering the survey in 1979 
and 1981, four had added an encroachment fee by 1981. In addition, four 
jurisdictions had switched from charging a flat fee to charging an 
hourly or percenta fee. 
Public Works Inspection 
A public works inspection fee is required to review road improvements, 
street lighting, site clearance, and any other public works 
requirements. Mo jurisdictions charge a percentage of the cost of 
improvements, although approximately 40 percent of the jurisdictions 
charge a flat or hou y fee. Three cities--Union City, San Mateo, and 
South San Francisco--include the fee with their encroachment fee. The 
City of Dixon charges an additional fee for an energy conservation plan 
check. 
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The number of jurisdictions charging a public works inspection fee for a 
single-family subdivision has increased slightly between 1979 and 1981. 
Seventy-one percent of the responding jurisdictions now charge an 
inspection fee whereas 64 percent of the responding jurisdictions 
charged this fee in 1979. The "percentage of cost" fees range from two 
percent to 37 percent. The flat fee ranges from $15 to $65,700, with a 
median fee of $190. 
The number of jurisdictions charging a public works inspection fee for a 
multi-family development has risen since 1979. Sixty-three percent of 
the respondents now charge an inspection fee, as compared to 47 percent 
of the respondents which charged this fee in 1979. The percentage fees 
range from a low of two percent to a high of 37 percent. Flat fees 
range between $3 and $4,281, with a median fee of $105. 
Fifty-seven percent of the responding jurisdictions charged a public 
works inspection fee for the restaurant in 1979, while 59 percent charge 
this fee in 1981. The highest percentage charge is 37 percent, the 
lowest two percent. The flat fees range between $20 and $1,400 with a 
median fee of $97. 
Approximately half of the responding jurisdictions charge an inspection 
fee for a light industrial development, such as the print shop. 
Percentage charges range between two percent and 37 percent. Flat fees 
range from $20 to $1,400, with a median fee of $110. 
Trench Pavement Restoration Fees 
This fee is charged when pavement must be trenched to put in utility 
connections for the multi-family development. Only 25 percent of the 
responding jurisdictions charge this fee. This percentage has stayed 
constant since 1979. Most jurisdictions charge a flat fee which 
averaged $49 in 1979 and $74 in 1981. A few jurisdictions include the 
fee in another fee, charge a percentage of the cost, or charge an hourly 
fee. 
Grading Fees 
Grading fees are charged when land must be leveled for a subdivision 
development. The fee covers the cost of inspecting or issuing a permit. 
Most jurisdictions charge a flat fee, while six jurisdictions charge a 
percentage fee based on the cost of grading. The average flat fee 




Engineering Fees, 1981 
Sl NGU- FAM!L Y ~1ULTI- FAMILY RESTAURANT PRINT SHOP 
Encroach- Grad- Public Encroach- Trench Public Encroach- Pub 1 i c Encroach- Pub 1 i c 
COUNTY/City ment inq Works ment Pavemt Works ment Works ment Works 
ALAMEDA COUNTY 0 cost cost 10 0 25 10 20 10 20 
AI ameda 0 cost cost -1 -1 -1 0 0 0 0 
Albany Q 0 0 -1 -1 -1 0 0 0 0 
Berkeley 0 Bmin. 
10 + {I) 110+ 10 + 10+(1) 110 + 10 +Ol 110 + 1o +nl 27llr 27/hr 27/hr 27/hr 27/hr 27/hr 27/hr 27Ao r 
£meryvi11 e -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 
fremont 0 1 ~50 45 74 0 0 74 0 74 0 
Hayward 0 0 0 0 60 0 0 0 0 0 
Livermore 5 485!~ 5.5% 5 0 4.5% 5 6.5% 5 6. 5~ 
Oakland 0 500 2435+ 6% 12) 280 65 155 (2) 250 226
2> 250 220 (2l 
Pleasanton 0 900 65JJ%' 8 100 428 ~2) 8 1400 8 1400 
San Leandro 0 37% 
10+ 
60 20Al;i(2) 10+ j~£&) 10 + 'KJf?r{2) cost Jl.,S.hr +JJ'lo ILS'hr lt.5Alr ... 7% 
Union City 0 90 45 20 + 0 30/hr 20 + Encr. 2? + Encr. 10% 10% 0% 
CONTRA COSTA CO 0 30 7% 20 3 105 -1 -1 -1 -1 
Antioch 4) 23 3% 0 0 3% 0 3% 0 3~ 
Brentwood 0 5%(3) 5% 20 3 105 -1 -1 0 0 
Clayton 0 0 300 25 0 ~00 25 300 25 300 +7% + 7% +n 
Concord 0 28 5% 39 0 5% 39 5% 39 5% 
El Cerrito 0 375 0 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 
Hercules 0 5.5% s.s,; cost cost 5. 5% cost 5.5% cost 5.5% 
Lafayette -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 
Martinez 0 5% 5% 5% -1 5% 5% 5% 5% 5~ 
f.\> raga 0 30 7% 15 3 105 1 5 97 15 -1 
Pi no 1 e 0 0 3% 20 nrJ.4) 3% 20 0 20 0 
Pittsburg 0 -1 3.5% 0 50 3.5% 0 3.5% 0 3.5% 
Richmond 0 500 25% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table 5 (continued) 
Eng i nee r i n g F <;>e% , l 9 81 
SINGLE-FAMILY MULTI-FAMILY RESTAURANT PRINT SHOP 
Encroach- Grad- Public Encroach-,. Trench Public Encroach- Public Encroach- Public 
COUNTY/City ment inq Works ment Pavemt Works ment Works ment Works 
MAR! N COUNTY 0 lnsp 380 7 5 0 0 75 0 75 0 
Corte Madera -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 ·-4 -4 H -4 -4 
Mi 1l Valley 50 110 45 0 0 0 20 45 20 45 
Novato 0 38 0 10 6 0 10 min. 0 10 .0 
,• j 
San Anselmo I 0 485 15 5 (5) Insp. 15 + 5(5) 15 + 5,(5) 15 + 12--15"6 12-!5% 12-)5% 
San Rafael 0 30 0 37 37 0 35 0 j 35 .o 
' 
Sausa1 ito 0 -1 5% 25 -1 0 25 5% 50 '0 
i 
Tiburon 0 375 3% 50 0 3% 50 <t2) -1 -'l 
NAPA COUNTY 0 465 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Napa 0 -1 2% 90 -1 -1 
" I -1 -1 -1 -1 
SAN FRANCISCO -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 
SAN MATEO co. 0 0 3% 0 De~4) 0 
•, 
0 0 0 0 
'> 
Atherton 0 560 0 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 
J) 4% ' Belmont 0 100 25 0 100 "' ~ ~ 25 .lQO 25 100 
' Burlingame 0 5.5% cost 1 5 100 co:st 1 5 cost 10 cost 
j 
Colma 0 0 3% 0 (4) 'o 0 0 0 0 Dep 
Daly City 1-2%(2) 0 2-4% 
10+ (2) 
0 1-2% 1-2%(Z} 2- 4%(2); 1-2% 2-4%(2) 2-4% 
Foster City I 0 485 cost 50 0 COjSt 50 cost 50 cost 
Menlo Park -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 ~4 . , 
Pacifica 0 30 45 5 25 20/hr 5 20/hr , 5 15/hr 
~~ ~ .. 
Portal a Va 11 ey 0 400 cost -1 -1 -1 50 cost -1 ;l 
Redwood City 
I 
0 0 ~~(3) 1 0 -1 1 0 1 0 
San Bruno 0 10 15/hr{l) cost cost 15/hr cost 15/hr cost 15/hr 
San Mateo l 0 1190+ 6) 2370 120r1~) Encr. Encr. 95 +(Q E~cr. • 
102 +(G 
Enc 
3)/hr 3 ,r 3<Yhr J{y'hr 
So. San Francisco! 0 485 22% 3.5% 0 Encr. 3% Encr. 3.5% E cr. 
I ,, 
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Table 5 (continued) 
Engineering Fees, 1981 
SINGLE-FAMILY MULTI-FAMILY RESTAURANT PRINT SHOP 
Encroach- Grad- Public Encroach- Trench Public Encroach- Public Encroach- Pub 1 i c 
COUNTY I City ment i ng Works ment Pa vemt Works ment Works ment Works 
SANTA CLARA CO. 0 250 -1 100 100 -1 100 -1 100 -1 
Campbell 25(7) 0 22,225 25(7) -1 3 25 (7) 3,5% 25 (7) 0 
Cupertino 0 1 5 4-6% 60 -1 5-6% 60 5-6% 60 5-6":: 
Gil roy 0 l 5 1500 0 0 500 0 800 0 800 
Los Altos 0 0 2CO'es t -1 -1 150+4% -1 1~4% -1 1~~% 
Los Altos Hi 11 s -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 
Los Gatos 0 485 cost 30 0 cost 30 cost 30 cost 
Morgan Hi 11 50 0 500 0 0 50 0 50 0 50 
Mountain View 0 375 4.5% 0 0 4.5% 0 4.5% 0 4.5% 
Palo Alto 0 0 3% 0 3% 3% 0 3% 0 3% 
San Jose 0 25 190 0 0 14% 0 14% 0 14% 
Santa Clara 0 20 2 + (8) 75 120 2 + 50 2+ 50 2 + 4.5% 4.5% 4.5% 4.5% 
Saratoga 0 10 at (3) 35 -1 8% (3) 35 8% (3) -1 -1 
Sunnyvale 0 23 30 -+(1) 
5% 
25 0 5% 25 5% 25 5% 
SOLANO COI.fiTY 50 5% 0 50 0 5% 50 0 50 0 
Dixon 0 0 25 + (9) 10 -1 25 + (9} 10 2% 10 2% 
2% 2% 
Fairfield 0 5% 5% 10 84 5% 0 5% 0 5% 
Rio Vista 0 -3 -3 -1 cost 75 0 75 0 75 
Suisun City 0 10 5% (3) 0 cost 0 0 0 0 0 
Vacaville 0 -1 5% Insp. Insp. 6% Insp. 6% Insp. 6% 
Vallejo 0 -1 5% 0 0 5% 0 5% 0 5% 
SONOMA COUNTY 0 -1 50 -1 -1 50 -1 50 0 50 
Cotati -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 
Petaluma 0 -1 2% 25 -1 2% 0 2% 0 2% 
Rohnert Park 1 ooo{ 2) 1000 1.5% -1 0 100~2) +1. % 0 100 (2) +1.5% 0 200(2) 
Santa Rosa 0 -1 12.000 16 0 120 16 120 16 120 
Sebastopol -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 
Son~ 5 Insp. 15/hr 5 0 
15/hr + 
5 15/hr+ 5 15/h r + 25% 25% 25% 
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Footnotes for Table 5: 
( 1 ) Includes street improvement fee 
( 2) Includes an check fee 
(3) Based on $100,000 worth of improvements 
( 4) Deposit 
( 5) Per 1 i near foot 
( 6) Includes site clearance fee 
(7) Excavation fee 
(8) Includes a permit fee 
( 9) Includes energy conservation plan check fee 
Cost: Performance is required. There is no fee in addition 
to the cost of making improvements. 
Insp: The cost of this fee is included in the public works 
inspection. 
Encr: The cost of this fee is included in the encroachment 
fee. 
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C. PERCENTILE RANKINGS 
Table 6 is a percentile ranking of total development fees for each 
structure in 1979. Table 7 is a percentile ranking for 1981. 
Percentiles are a way to judge the relative standing of individual 
jurisdictions. For example, for a jurisdiction to have a score of "75" 
in the single-family column means that 75 percent of the respondents 
have a total fee for that building that is lower than that 
jurisdiction 1 s total, while 25 percent of the respondents have a higher 
total. A score of "100" indicates that that jurisdiction has the 
highest total fee of all the respondents for that strpcture, while a 
score of "1" indicates that a jurisdiction 1 S total for that building is 
the lowest of the respondents. A score of "0" indicates that a total is 
missing for that jurisdiction. 
In general, jurisdictions that ranked high in 1979--e.g., Petaluma, 
Fairfield, Livermore, Pleasanton--were ranked about the same in 1981. 
Jurisdictions ranked at the mid-level in 1979, but with areas of rapid 
development--e.g., Vacaville, Antioch, Brentwood, Hercules--moved up in 
rank in 1981. For both years, jurisdictions that rank high in 
development fees for housing generally rank high in development fees for 
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~ ~ 
NAPA COUNTY 32 47 75 75 
NAPA 52 37 40 45 
SAN FRANCISCO 12 7 12 15, 
SAN MATEO COUNTY 29 22 25 27 
ATHERTON 10 0 0 0 
BURLINGAME 8 8 19 14 
DALY CITY 38 37 63 55 
FOSTER ClTY 28 40 27 31 
MENLO PARK 88 67 95 57 
PACIFICA 80 80 100 100 
PORTOLA VALLEY 5 0 20 0 
REDWOOD CITY 16 14 43 21 
SAN -BRUNO 24 51 4 5 
SO. SAN FRANCISCO 9 25 34 8 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 1 12 23 18 
CAMPBELL 2 2 5 4 
CUPERTINO 18 11 9 20 
GILROY 50 31 8 17 
LOS ALTOS 45 4 2 2 
LOS ALTOS HILLS 53 0 0 0 
LOS GATOS 96 34 44 65 
MORGAN HILL 94 68 62 70 
MOVNTAIN VIE.W 54 38 52 71 
PALO ALTO ?2 15 29 38 
SAN JOSE 93 85 87 64 
SANTA CLARA 6 5 6 7 
SARATOGA 49 30 13 12 
SUNNYVALE l 7 27 41 52 
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"f@le. (p . 
.-~milt raWQ'9 o(-0tttl ~elop~ ~ 1~ 
(wnt1~LAett ) , · 
SOLANO COUNTY 4 
DIXON 77 
FAIRFIELD 97 
RIO VISTA 72 
SUISUN CITY 90 
VACAVILLE 65 
VALLEJO 98 
SONOMA COUNTY 21 
COTATI 81 
~PtTALUMA 18 
ROHNERT PARK 58 
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·~ ~ I ·f t:z,-<:"-________ , _____ h" ~ 
ALAMEDA COUNTY 28 3'3 53 63 
ALAMEDA 40 48 42 40 
ALBANY 15 13 20 21 BE RK E[EY~ .... -. 37 38 . .. 4.7 36 
FREMONT 77 91 65 78 
H~YWARO 50 50 50 60 
LrvERMORE 97 100 89 84 
O~KLAND 38 20 24 27 
PLEASANTON 88 97 92 86 
s·iiN T.EANDRO 31 16 z·e 24 
UNION CITY 85 1:;9 84 83 
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 62 60 69 46 
Af\ T f OCi1 84 73 ':;,7 72 
BRENTWOOD 78 26 60 71 
CLAYTON 68 61 85 89 
CCNCO~ -----·. 54 51 · ·----·-r8 80 
t:L CERRITO 17 25 36 30 
HERCULES 70 85 71 75 
MARTINEZ·- .. 60 82 88 74 
MORAGA 65 70 62 34 
PINOLE 47 67 88 68 
PITTSBURG c:: 7 73 12 _J 
RICHMOND 35 36 55 65 
M.ARIN COUNTY 75 54 46 57 
MILL VALLEY 61 57 33 56 
NCVATO 42 58 63 69 
S.AN ANSELMO 45 44 18 53 
S.AN RAFAEL 7 1 63 91 95 
SAUSALITO 72 66 34 59 
TIBURON 100 80 75 0 
NAPA COUNTY 30 52 68 4 
NAPA 41 32 59 so 
SAN FRANCISCO 0 0 0 0 
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